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HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 


TUESDAY, MAY 5, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. George H. Fallon presiding. 

Mr. Fation. Ladies and gentlemen, the full Committee on Public 
Works is sitting this morning to consider some amendments to the 
1956 road legislation, but before we hear the witnesses on this road 
legislation I would like to recognize Mr. Smith of Mississippi, who 
has a resolution that he would like to have passed. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, this is a resolution referred to the 
Flood Control Subcommittee of the Committee on Public Works, but 
I am asking that it be considered by the full committee in the in- 
terests of time, because I would like to have the committee report the 
bill, H.R. 2193, which changes the name of a dam in California in 
the district of Representative Clem Miller, the district of former 
Representative Scudder. The name of the reservoir now is called 
Coyote Valley, and this would change the name to Lake Mendocino. 
The idea is it would give a more attractive name to it in order to 
attract tourists. It is also the name of the town located there. 

I would like to move that this resolution be passed. 

Mr. Batpwin. Second the motion. 

Mr. Fauton. Is there any objection? 

It is regularly moved and seconded that the resolution be adopted. 
All those in favor let it be known by saying aye; those opposed, no. 

The ayes have it and it is so ps vk 

Now the committee will be in order on consideration of H.R. 5950. 

(H.R. 5950 follows. ) 


(H.R. 5950, 86th Cong., 1st sess. 


A BILL To amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958, as amended, to extend 
for one additional year the 1958 estimate of cost of completing the Interstate 
System as a basis for apportionment of authorizations therefor 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 8 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1958, as amended, is hereby further amended by striking out “the fiscal 
years ending June 30, 1960 and June 30, 1961,” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“the fiscal years ending June 30, 1960, 1961, and 1962.” 

Sec. 2. That section 108(b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is 
amended by striking out “the additional sum of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1962,” and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “the addi- 
tional sum of $2,500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962,”. 


The purpose of this bill is to firm up the authorization and amend 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act to include fiscal year 1962. I believe 
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that such action is necessary at this time to give assurance to the State 
highway departments and others of the continuity of the program 
for the next 2 years. 

In 1961 Congress will take a new look at the entire program based 
on new cost estimates and studies relating to the beneficiaries, and for 
the purpose of equitable tax distribution. In the meantime I think 
it would be a tragic mistake even to slacken this program for any 
small] length of time. 

The bill that we have before us will approve the 1958 cost estimates 
as a basis of making the 1962 apportionments. It has already been 
accepted as the basis for the apportionments for 1960 and 1961. This 
extends the formula for distribution to a needs formula. 

Section 2 of the bill will increase the 1962 authorization from $2,200 
million to $2,500 million. This action would make the 1962 authoriza- 
tion equal to those for 1960 and 1961. 

Ladies and gentlemen, our first witness this morning is a gentleman 
who needs no introduction to the Members here, because he served for 
many long years in the House and was a member of the Subcommittee 
on Roads, where I think he served when the Roads Committee was a 
special committee rather than a subcommittee of the Public Works 
Committee. He retired from Congress for a time and has been elected 
to the U.S. Senate from the State of West Virginia. 

I would like to introduce to you all Senator Jennings Randolph. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Senator Ranpotrex. Good morning, gentlemen. 

Mr, Chairman, it is a privilege to present a statement here today, 
It is in the nature of a homecoming because I had the honor of serving 
as a member of the House Roads Committee when we had a standing 
Committee on Roads, when it was not a subcommittee of the Public 
Works Committee. I served on the House Roads Committee for 12 
of the 14 years that I was privileged to be in the body in which you 
hold responsible membership. I served, of course, as a Representa- 
tive from the State of West Virginia. 

Perhaps I may be pardoned this note of nostalgia in saying that I 
have looked around the room this morning at the paintings on these 
walls. I remember Judge Mansfield, as we called him, whose pic- 
ture hangs behind me, from Texas. He was in reality a West Vir- 
ginian because he had his roots in our area of the country, and, as so 
many men of an earlier period did, he moved asa pioneer to the West 
and Southwest. 

Judge Mansfield was one of those people revered in our State, b 
those of us who were —— to serve with him and knew full well 
the capabilities which he brought to his labors. 

Then here in front of me is the portrait of George Dondero, of 
Michigan, with whom I was also privileged to serve in the House of 
Representatives. The first man I made reference to was a Democrat, 
and the other a Republican. Neither of those gentlemen, of course, 
is serving now in the U.S. House of Representatives. : 

On my left is also the portrait of Will Whittington, of Mississippi. 
I remember so very well the cherished friendship which I had with 
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him over a long period of years, and happy years they were. I was 
delighted on more than one occasion to visit his State. 

So I trust this morning it has not been inappropriate for me to take 
these 60 seconds or a little longer to say that it is a homecoming for 
me in a sense, when I think of the three men who are no longer here 
who were so very active in this committee. 

I wonder if I might be indulged this further observation because 
perhaps I shall not have the opportunity of appearing before this 
committee again soon. When I recall these men of yesteryears to 
whom I have alluded I think of the telling of a story which will per- 
haps illustrate our feeling toward them and our memory of them. 
When Benjamin Franklin came back from serving as our Ambassa- 
dor to France, the man chosen to occupy that ambassadorship was 
Thomas Jefferson, and Thomas Jefferson was met, when his boat 
docked in France, by that sarcastic politician of another era, Talley- 
rand, who was said to have admired Franklin, but to have had a 
distaste for Jefferson. So it was not so much what he said, as the 
way he said it, when he remarked, “Monsieur Jefferson, you have come 
to take the place of Franklin.” And Jefferson replied with, I think, 
true greatness, “I come not to take his place. No man can do that. 
Icome simply to succeed him.” 

So I would believe today that the members of this Public Works 
Committee would not attempt to take the places of the men to whom 
I have made reference, but in your individual and collective capacity 
I am sure you would all bring the same sense of dedicated public 
service to the positions which you now hold. 

I am sorry to have taken this long on preliminary matters. Since 
leaving the House I have continued to follow the activities of the 
House of Representatives and its individual Members, and especially 
the work of those charged in this committee with the development of 
an improved highway system. 

Mr. Chairman, I have the deepest respect for the wisdom and dili- 
gence with which your members have advanced our national high- 
way system. 

H.R. 5950, as introduced by the able and distinguished chairman of 
the House Subcommittee on Roads, Mr. Fallon, is an excellent ex- 
ample of the kind of sound, farsighted legislation that your com- 
mittee has been reporting down through the years. It is a highly 
significant bill. In authorizing, for fiscal 1962, a level of expenditure 
equal to the level authorized for 1960 and 1961, the bill would ex- 
press the intent and resolution of the Congress that there be no slack- 
ening of effort on the work going forward to complete the vital 
National System of Interstate and Defense Highways. Sections of 
§. 1826, which I have introduced with the cosponsorship of Senator 
Byrd of West Virginia and other Senators, deals with the 1962 au- 
thorization and acceptance of the 1958 cost estimate in a manner sim- 
ilar to the provisions of H.R. 5950. 

Congress first expressed this intent in the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1956, stating in section 108(a) of that act that “It is hereby declared 
to be essential to the national interest to provide for the early comple- 
tion” of the Interstate System, and that “It is the intent of the Con- 
gress that the Interstate System be completed as nearly as practicable 
over a 13-year period.” 
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Now, gentlemen, consistent with the declaration of intent, Con- 
gress in 1958 made certain adjustments in the interstate program. Its 
action called for the authorizations for 1960 and 1961 to be increased 
to $2.5 billion. Congress must, at this session, I think, make further 
adjustments to assure the continued progress of the interstate program 
at current levels. 

H. R. 5950 embraces some of these necessary adjustments. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress was absolutely correct in its 1956 statement 
that the early completion of the Interstate System is essential to the 
national interest. Every study that has been made since 1956 has 
emphasized the needs on which that 1956 statement was based. 

or example, in 1956 we proposed to embark on a program based on 
the estimated needs of 1975 traffic, and we estimated that by 1975 we 
must possess roads adequate to carry one trillion vehicle-miles of traffic. 
Just 2 months ago, the Secretary of Commerce submitted to Congress 
a new study on “The Federal Role in Highway Safety” (H. Doc. 98) 
in which the 1975 traffic volume is estimated at 1.171 trillion vehicle- 
miles, or 17 percent more traffic than we had anticipated from the best 
estimate available 3 years ago. 

Mr. Chairman, the benefits are so diffused throughout our economy, 
that there is hardly any human activity that is not affected one way or 
another by the improvement of highways. 

Years ago, we built roads to “get the farmer out of the mud,” and I 
think that we have nearly achieved that objective. In so doing, the 
roadbuilders have given the farmer a degree of mobility that was un- 
dreamed of a few decades ago. There is no question but what this 
mobility, this bridging of the gap between the farmer and his market, 
and between him and his sources of farm supplies, has contributed to 
the great increase in agricultural] productivity. The farmer produces 
more and lives better because roads have ended his isolation. The 
benefits have not been exhausted. We continue to need better roads in 
agricultural areas, and such roads must be capable of carrying farm 
products longer distances to markets in shorter times. 

The significant benefits of mobility must also be granted to the 
urban dweller. There was a time, not so long ago, when factory 
workers crowded together in slums close to the places where they 
worked, or along the trolley lines. With the use of the automobile, 
the worker gained a wider choice of areas in which to live—he could 
reside anywhere within driving distance of his place of employment. 
We are working now to improve the mobility of the worker through 
the construction of freeways and expressways to carry him from one 
side of a large city to the other side in a matter of minutes. This 
mobility has many social, cultural, and economic advantages. Here 
is one in particular—during times of economic readjustment, when 
many a workingman is forced to join the ranks of the unemployed, 
increased flexibility of travel means that he can range farther in 
search of a job, and that he can take that new job without necessarily 
giving up his old home. Good roads increase the adjustability of the 
labor force, giving the worker a wider choice of jobs and giving the 
industrialist the benefit of a larger labor pool from which to draw. 

The mobility of the working force is one of the reasons why we 
find new industries locating along the freeways. Another reason is 
that the freeways provide easy access to markets. Still another reason 
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is that controlled access highways afford remarkable economies in the 
costs of transporting freight to and from the plant site. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it has been estimated 
that more than $650 million worth of industrial, commercial, and 
residential development has been attracted to sites along the 538-mile 
New York Thruway, and there are similar reports from other free- 
ways which afford controlled access fast transportation to major 
markets and sources of supply. 

Such industrial development is necessary to keep pace with the 
population growth, with the ever-increasing demand for new con- 
sumer products, and with the requirements of the national defense. 
Highways are a key to our progress—and this is one key that we 
cannot afford to keep in our pocket. If we do not accept the challenge 
of the future, our Nation shall slide backwards. 

I recommend the completion of the Interstate System because, 
entlemen, we need the finished product. Before leaving this morning, 
owever, let us consider a point that holds a personal concern for me, 

because of the high level of unemployment in West Virginia. High- 
way construction is a splendid generator of employment, and in our 
State we need to have thousands of men, who are now out of work, 
gainfully employed. 

This point is well taken. In fact, this is one of the reasons why our 
highway system is in such urgent need of extension and rebuilding. 
During World War IT, you will recall, when there was a vast shortage 
of manpower, we were forced to virtually halt all civilian road con- 
struction. Materials were short too, of course, but even if these had 
been available we would have found it difficult to recruit the man- 
power for even a limited roadbuilding program. 

The Department of Labor has estimated that an increase of a billion 
dollars in the highway construction program results in an employment 
increase of 102 million man-hours on the site of the construction and 
126 million man-hours off the site. This is a high amount of employ- 
ment generated per dollar spent. The employment so generated is 
well distributed geographically. When we speak of spending a billion 
dollars in what I call the site of construction, so-called, the site of 
construction actually is many sites, located in many States. Nor is 
there any dominant geographic center for the manufacture of con- 
struction equipment and materials; the demand for these products 
will generate employment in many areas of our country. 

Today we are in a period of surplus labor. In West Virginia more 
than 13 percent of our potential work force is unemployed. 

The national average, according to the figures I received yesterday, 
is 6.4. The manpower is available to build the highways, and the 
human beings represented by the impersonal term “manpower” need 
this work. We are also in a period when the need for highways is 
intense, perhaps more acute than it has ever been. Now, when we 
need them and have the resources to build them, is the time for the 
construction and the further development of our highways. 

Mr. Chairman, I am deeply appreciative of the unstinting efforts of 
this committee, the committee whitch through its members, is making 
and has made a strong effort and a successful effort in behalf of the 
Interstate Highway System. You certainly have my support and 
insofar as it is appropriate to say it, my cooperation. 
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H.R. 5950 is a sound approach to the immediate problem. 

I am grateful for your having given me this opportunity to come 
before the members of your committee this morning, Mr. Chairman. I 
am conscious that in the development of testimony on this important 
measure which goes to the heart of the problem at this particular time, 
you will have the advantage of well-reasoned presentations by many 
people in the Administrative branch of the Government who are in- 
tensely interested in this subject, and from your fellow Members of 
the House, and from those organizations speaking through their rep- 
resentatives who know that now, not later, this job must be undertaken, 

Mr. Fation. Senator, may I say in behalf of the committee, it was 
a pleasure having you here this morning and I congratulate you on a 
very fine statement. 

enator Ranpotew. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerer. Senator, I concur naturally with most of the things 
you said in your very fine statement. It is going to be rather easy 
for this committee to extend these authorizations for the fiscal year 
1962. I further realize it is not the primary responsibility of this 
committee to determine how we are going to replenish the trust fund, 
and how we are going to pay for these highways. 

Do you have any suggestions while you are here, Senator ? 

Senator Ranpoipu. I will not take the time this morning, and I 
am very sorry that I cannot. I have stated to the chairman that I 
must—and it seems I must—attempt to be at a committee meeting at 
10 :30, where I had promised to testify with certain West Virginians 
who are here in reference to some flood control and other public 
works projects; but I would say that in S. 1826, which was introduced 
last. week and is now on the table for additional signatures of other 
Senators, that we have in that legislative proposal a program which 
we think might deal with the matter of financing. 

Mr. Scuerer. Is S. 1826 the bill that provides that those excise 
taxes from road users not now going into the trust fund be put there? 

Senator Ranpotpu. No, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. Briefly, what is it ? 

Senator Ranpo.tru. I am attempting to say, and I do not want to 
labor the point, that I did explain to the chairman this morning my 
problem on having to appear at another committee meeting. 

If I may place in the record the reply to your question so that it 
will be made a part of the record, Mr. Scherer, I will be glad to do so. 

Mr. Scuerer. You recognize, though, Senator, that that is the real 
problem. 

Senator Ranpotpu. I certainly do, and I recognize, of course, that 
this committee, as you said, is not primarily concerned. That would 
be a matter to come from the Ways and Means Committee, but cer- 
tainly we do remember that this Committee and the other committee 
and all Members of the House and Senate are joined in this responsi- 
bility of having an adequate, sound, and sensible financing of what- 
ever program is to be stepped up, or developed under a rather larger 
program compressed into an area which we had originally intended 
should be carried forward. But, frankly, with the lessening of the 
value of the dollar and the increased cost of contracting and con- 
struction of roads, we understand what this problem is. 
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I will be glad to place that in the record. 

Mr. Scuerer. Thank you. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Ranvoutpx. I do not want to avoid any questions, but I 
did state to the chairman earlier today what my problem was. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fauion. Thank you, Senator. 

Before calling the next witness, I would like to note that many of 
my friends are here from the American Road Builders’ Association. 
I understand they are having a directors’ meeting this week in Wash- 
ington, and I have had the pleasure of talking with them not onl 
at their national convention, but at many of their State conventions. 
have always found that I have gained a most informative knowledge 
of the problems regarding the building and financing of these roads. 

In behalf of the committee, I would like to welcome the representa- 
tives of the American Road Builders’ Association today. 

Our next witness will be the Honorable John J. Allen, Jr., Under 
Secretary of Transportation for the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Allen served for many years as one of our colleagues in the 
House, and he needs no introduction from me to the members of 
the committee. 

Mr. Allen, on behalf of the committee, may I welcome you here 
this morning ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. ALLEN, JR., UNDER SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION 


Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, it is a great pleasure for me to be here. 
I find in addition to the usual statement that it is a pleasure to be 
here that is incorporated in most of the prepared statements, that it 
is an additional pleasure to me to renew and to keep alive so many 
of the friendships that I formed during what I know are going to 
be 12 of the most pleasant years of my life. I say that with a great 
deal of conviction. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you, Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which I 
would like to present. 

Mr. Fatiton. Very well. You may proceed in any way you wish, 
Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is 
a pleasure to appear before you today and present the views of the 
Department of Commerce with respect to H.R. 5950. 

efore discussing the provisions of the bill, however, I believe that 
it is appropriate to briefly comment on the progress which is being 
made in the Federal-aid interstate highway program, and some of 
the problems relating thereto, since the announcement of these hear- 
ings indicated that your committee also proposed to review the road 
program. 

As you know, the Secretary of Commerce submitted to the Congress 
on January 31, 1959, a document entitled aig ig Report on the 
Federal-aid Highway Program.” Mr. Bertram D. Tallamy, Federal 
Highway Administrator, who sits here to my left, will provide you 
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with some of the information contained in that document. However, 
I should like to say that measured in terms of funds obligated for 
actual construction and the necessary preliminary steps, the inter- 
state program is on schedule adseemlly, Satisfactory progress is 
also being made in the improvement of the Federal-aid primary and 
secondary highway systems, and their urban extensions, known as 
the ABC program. 

As you also know, the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 established 
a highway trust fund, and this trust fund has been the depository 
for revenues from the Federal motor fuel taxes and certain other 
Federal taxes on highway users. It is from these receipts that ex- 

nditures have been made for the Federal share of the costs of the 
Federal-aid highway projects. 

Revenues accruing to the highway trust fund during the last 2 
fiscal years were slightly more than the original estimates. How- 
ever, expenditures are expected to exceed revenues during each of the 
fiscal years 1959 and 1960. Consequently, the surplus will be fully 
expended during fiscal year 1960, and a deficit is anticipated by the 
end of that year unless additional revenues are provided. This 
deficit, which results from increased authorizations in 1958 and sus- 
pension of statutory provisions limiting expenditures to estimated 
trust fund receipts, without providing for additional revenues, is 
estimated about $241 million by the end of the fiscal year 1960. 

Because of the provisions of section 209(g) of the Highway Reve- 
nue Act of 1956, it will be necessary, unless additional revenues are 
made available, to forego completely any apportionment of interstate 
funds during the calendar year 1959 (for the fiscal year 1961), and the 
apportionment during the calendar year 1960 (for the fiscal year 
1962) would amount to only $500 million. Thereafter, interstate ap- 
portionments would amount to $1.7 or $1.8 billion annually, or about 
three-fourths the annual amount authorized by statute. 

Thus, in order to provide additional funds needed for financing the 
highway program during the fiscal years 1960 and 1961, and to per- 
mit apportionment of the full amounts authorized to be appropriated 
for the Interstate System for the fiscal years 1961 and 1962, without 
waiving the provisions of section 209(g), the President recommended 
in his 1960 budget message that motor fuels taxes be temporarily 
increased by 114 cents per gallon, such increase to become effective 
July 1, 1959, and to remain in effect through fiscal year 1964. 

It is apparent that the major handicap to prompt completion of 
the Interstate System as called for in the policy declaration in the 
Federal-aid highway laws is one of finance. However, this Depart- 
ment believes that additional funds should not be obtained by taking 
moneys from the general fund, but rather should be obtained through 
the temporary increase of highway fuel taxes, as recommended by the 
President in his budget message. The Congress has already estab- 
lished the policy that if the receipts of the highway trust fund prove 
to be insufficient to meet necessary expenditures, the Congress will 
enact legislation to bring about a balance of total receipts and total 
expenditures. Accordingly, this Department recommends enact- 
ment of legislation implementing the President’s recommendation for 
a temporary increase in motor fuel taxes, which is designed to main- 
tain the trust fund on a self-supporting basis. 
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Turning now to the provisions of H.R. 5950, section 1 of the bill 
would approve the current estimate of cost of completing the Inter- 
state System, which was submitted to the Congress on January 7, 
1958, pursuant to section 108(d) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1956, as the basis for making the apportionment of the funds au- 
thorized for the Interstate System for the fiscal year 1962. 

This estimate has been approved by the Congress as the basis for 
apportioning interstate funds authorized for fiscal year 1960, and 
those funds were apportioned on August 1 of last year. It has also 
been approved as the basis for apportioning interstate funds authorized 
for fiscal year 1961, and it shoal be approved for apportionment of 
interstate funds for fiscal year 1962. A new estimate of the cost of 
completing the Interstate System is to be submitted to the Congress 
in January of 1961, for use as the basis for apportioning funds author- 
ized for the Interstate System for fiscal years 1963, 1964, 1965, and 
1966. The Department recommends, therefore, the enactment of leg- 
islation such as that contained in section 1 of H.R. 5950. 

Section 2 of H.R. 5950 would increase the amount authorized for 
the Interstate System for fiscal year 1962 by $300 million—from $2.2 
billion to $2.5 billion. The Department does not favor enactment of 
this portion of the bill. 

Estimated revenues to accrue to the highway trust fund from present 
levies, together with the 114 cents per gallon motor fuel tax increase 
recommended by the President, iat be suflicient to support the 
Federal-aid highway program at the levels provided by existing law. 
An increase of $300 million in the interstate authorization for fiscal 
year 1962 would result in a corresponding increase in expenditures 
during fiscal years 1963 and 1964, and the revenues in the highway trust 
fund would not be sufficient to cover expenditures during those fiscal 

ears. 
Mr. Scurrer. May I interrupt ? 

Mr. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerer. You say that the revenues in the highway trust fund 
would not be sufficient to cover expenditures during those fiscal years, 
even though we adopt this 114-cent increase in the gasoline tax, as 
recommended by the President ¢ 

Mr. AuiEeN. That is correct, and Mr. Tallamy will give you the 
breakdown of our estimates in that regard. 

The Department is, therefore, opposed to the enactment of section 
2 of H.R. 5950. 

The Department believes that consideration of adjustment in author- 
ization of funds should be deferred until January of 1961, when two 
important a nee will be submitted to the Congress. The first of these 
reports, which I mentioned earlier, is a second detailed estimate of the 
cost of completing the Interstate System. The other report, which 
will be submitted pursuant to the provisions of section 210 of the High- 
way Revenue Act of 1956, will present the conclusions derived from 
a 4-year study of highway user taxes, direct and indirect beneficiaries 
of the highway systems, and the findings regarding the equitable dis- 
tribution of highway taxes among the various classes of users and 
those otherwise deriving benefits from highways. Thus, in 1961 the 
Congress, with the benefit of these two basic reports, will have the 
opportunity to consider what possible adjustments might be made in 
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the tax structure for the equitable distribution of such taxes for high- 
way purposes, and to provide for appropriate financing to complete 
the Interstate System as originally contemplated. 

As I mentioned earlier, Mr. Tallamy will discuss in more detail the 
progress and status of the Interstate System program. Both of us 
“a8 of course, be pleased to answer any questions which you may 

ave. 

I would like to add, Mr. Chairman, if I may, that I, like Senator 
Jennings Randolph, have one more committee to attend, when this 
committee can tell me that I am permitted to leave. 

Mr. Fatxion. Mr. Allen, I would like to ask you one question. You 
in your statement opposed the increase in section 2 of the bill. The 
figure of $2,500 million was the new estimate of cost for that year. Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Aten. Consulting with Mr. Tallamy, the original estimate, or, 
rather, the original allowance in the bill was $2.2 billion. 

Mr. Fation. That is right. 

Mr. Aten. But he does not, and neither do I, exactly identify your 
gure. 

Mr. Fation. We are not dealing here with appropriations, but we 
are dealing here with the building of miles of roads. The last cost 
estimate reported to the Congress was that to do the same job it would 
cost $300 million more to build the same amount of mileage of roads 
in a given period of time. Now do you not think it is not very realistic 
to say that we are going to build 40,000 miles in 13 years, but we are 
not going to furnish you the money to doit? That is exactly what you 
are saying. 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, as it appears to me, the policy that was adopted in 
the original bill was that it should be a program financed from the high- 
way trust fund, with provision for providing the funds to the fund 
before they were expended, which was sound financing. 

Our position on this bill is based in good part upon the fact. that 
while additional expenditures would be authorized, while additional 
allocations would be authorized, there is no provision that would pro- 
vide the funds with which to make the additional expenditures. 

Mr. Fauion. That is exactly the view that Congress took when it 
passed the 1956 act. We had the best cost estimates that could be 
furnished at the time. Today we are faced with an increased cost of 
construction to do the same job. Now you cannot do the same job with 
the amount of money that was authorized in 1956 as the same amount 
of mileage is going to cost more. So we have to be realistic about the 
thing. 

If we are going to build 40,000 miles of road and complete it in 13 
years, we have to furnish the Bureau of Public Roads with the money 
to do it. So it seems to me that it is not very realistic to say that it 
should be kept at the same amount here today when you furnished us 
with figures that it is going to cost more. 

Would you object to section 2 if the Ways and Means Committee 
found the money to do this job and furnished the necessary amount of 
money for the increased cost ? 

Mr. Atien. Well, that is, of course, an opinion that has not been 
checked out, as to what the impact would be. My personal view would 
be that if Congress, on a pay-as-you-go plan of financing, would come 
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up with additional revenues I could see less objection to increasing 
the overall cost of the road system, or hurrying it up. Whether at 
this point the capabilities of the country to furnish money for all of 
the good things for which money might be spent through the Gov- 
ernment would constitute too great a burden on the taxpaying public, 
is a question I have not gone into. ' 

Mr. Fatton. But, Mr. Allen, we have started on a job here and we 
have to complete that job, because highways are like pipelines. Unless 

ou complete them they have no economic benefits. 

The last time we passed this legislation we put so many dollars 
in the authorization section. We sent it over to the Ways and Means 
Committee and they furnished the money we asked for at that time. 
We are doing the same thing this year. We are going to authorize 
amendments to section 1 of the bill and send it over to the Ways and 
Means Committee and tell them how much money is necessary to carry 
us over this interim period, so they can furnish the money for this 
committee so that we can do the job. Do you have any objection to 
it if they found ways and means of getting the money on a pay-as- 
you-go basis? 

Mr. Auten. I have no authorization to express an official position 
of the Department on that subject. I would have some objection, but 
much less to the bill if money were being provided at this time. 
I realize that it is difficult under the procedure of the House to con- 
sider both the authorization and the furnishing of money. From our 
standpoint, we look to the Congress as a single authorizing, or a single 
legislative, body and not to the individual committee. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr, Scuerer. Then as I understand it, you would be basically op- 
posed to this increased authorization for the year 1962 if the money 
came from the general fund. Isn’t that right? 

Mr. Atien. That is correct. 

Mr. Scurrer. You prefer that the trust fund be replenished from 
new gas taxes. Isn’t that right? 

Mr. AuLEN. I am not sure I understand the question exactly. If 
additional taxes which keep the fund liquid are supplied, then that 
portion of the objection disappears; but, on the other hand, we do 
object to additional authorizations without additional funds from 
additional taxes. 

Mr. Scuerer. Because of the precarious condition of the Federal 
Government’s finances at the present time. Is that not the reason for 
your objection ? 

Mr. Auten. I would not say it is precarious, but because of the de- 
sire to have a sound fiscal policy, which in my opinion, and I believe 
in the opinion of the administration, requires a balanced budget on 
which to operate. 

Mr. Scuwenecex. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scuwence.. I woult like to ask this question in relation to 
this: Is Ae answer to that question somewhat influenced by the fact 
that we have not yet seen the report called for in section 210 of the 
Highway Revenue Act of 1956, which may point to other ways and 
means to raise money ? 
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Mr. Arten. That is quite correct. I believe that when the addi- 
tional information is available to the Congress, a better conclusion 
as to how to carry out the future performance of our road program 
can be made. I believe that was the position of the Congress when 
it enacted the 1956 act. 

Mr, Fation. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scuwencet. Yes. 

Mr. Fauion. We have to take care of an emergency at the present 
time. We cannot wait for that report to come in. We have to act 
before July 1 of 1959. That report does not come in until 1961. So 
what we are dealing with is really an emergency. 

You only have, as I me mG it from your statement, about $500 
million for the 2-year period 1961-62. 

Mr. Aten. That is correct, but this bill does not deal with that 
emergency. That emergency comes out of the fact that there will be 
no money in the trust fund. 

Mr. Fatxon. I am not talking about that. He was talking about 
a study coming in so that we could tax more realistically after we get 
the study, but we do not get the study until 1961. What we have to 
deal with in Congress is what we are going to do for money in the 
interim period of 1961-62, when we have only $500 million. 

Mr. Atten. That is correct. 

Mr. Cuark. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Ciark. May I point out that in reality the general fund money 
is coming from the highway users, and I think that should be taken 
into consideration too. It is not just the $500 million we want. The 
general tax is what we hope to get after we have expended our funds 
in 1961. This is an emergency situation and the money is in the gen- 
eral fund, which has been put there by the highway users also. I 
think that should be brought out. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any other questions? 

(No 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr, Allen. 

Mr, Auten. May I be excused, sir, and I will leave Mr. Tallamy. 
Mr. Fatuon. Yes, Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Tallamy. 


STATEMENT OF BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATOR, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Tatuamy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. It 
is a great pleasure for me to present to you the picture of the highway 
program to date, and to give you the facts relating to the income that 
we are obtaining in the highway trust fund, the relationship of that 
income to the authorizations which have been made for the construc- 
tion of the Interstate System, the progress being made in carrying out 
and continuing the program for ABC construction, and the relation- 
ship of these factors to completing the Interstate System by 1972, as 
scheduled. 

I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and then I would like 
to discuss the highlights of it extemporaneously and present some 
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charts, which I think will help to illustrate this problem better than a 
great many words could do. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you, Mr. Tallamy. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Excellent progress is beds made in advancing the 
Federal-aid highway program authorized by the Federal-Aid High- 
way Acts of 1956 and 1958. 

in previous appearances before this committee I testified that the 

rogram was on schedule. I am pleased to report that it is still on 
schedule, nearly 3 years after passage of the act of 1956. 

For the while period from July 1, 1956, to April 1, 1959, the pro- 
jected goal in terms of obligations of Interstate and ABC funds was 

7.060 billion. Actually during that period, obligations totaled $7.318 
billion or 104 percent of the goal that had been set. Funds are obli- 
gated when construction contracts are advertised and when surveys and 
plans or right-of-way acquisition are authorized. 

The status of improvement of the National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways as of December 31, 1958, is discussed in detail 
in the document entitled “Progress Report on the Federal-Aid High- 
way Program,” submitted to the Congress on January 31, 1959, in 
accordance with the provisions of section 101(b), title 23, United 
States Code, and section 5 of Public Law 85-867 (originally sec. 116 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956). The report, which has 
been printed as House Document No. 74, 86th Congress, Ist session, 
was prepared by the Bureau of Public Roads with the cooperation of 
the State highway departments. : 

In summary, the report indicated construction work completed or 
underway on 11,463 miles or 28 percent of the Interstate System. 
Work on surveys and plans or acquisition of rights-of-way was under- 
way or completed on an additional 16,843 miles or 41 percent of the 
system. 

"The construction mileages referred to above included all improve- 
ments on the Interstate System whether financed as Federal-aid inter- 
state projects, as other free facilities, or as toll roads. The total 
construction mileage included 6,384 miles financed from interstate 
funds, 2,824 miles of other free facilities, and 2,255 miles of toll roads. 

Before dealing in detail with the current status of the highway 
prpgram, it may be helpful to offer a few general statements covering 

ederal-aid highway operations. 

The Federal-aid highway program in each State is made up of 
numerous individual projects in all stages from the initial program- 
ing to completion. For the United States there are nearly 20,000 
projects programed or underway, and the number of new projects 
totals about 12,000 each year. 

The funds authorized for each fiscal year are apportioned among 
the States in accordance with formulas prescribed in Federal-aid 
highway legislation involving the factors of area, population, mail 
route mileage, and cost of completing the Interstate System. The 
state highway departments then submit programs of projects to the 
Bureau of Public Roads for improvement with the funds. Following 
approval of programs the States are authorized to proceed with sur- 
veys and plans and acquisition of right-of-way. 
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When detailed plans, specifications, and estimates have been pre- 
pared, they are submitted to Public Roads for approval. Concur- 
rently with approval, the States are authorized to proceed with ad- 
vertising for bids. After bids are opened, the State determines its 
action with regard to award or rejection of bids and submits its find- 
ing to Public Roads for concurrence. 

spaysiete' 3 the award of contract by the State highway department, 
the successful bidder is notified by the State to begin work. The con- 
struction work is supervised by the State highway department and 
inspected at periodic intervals by Public Roads field enginers. 

Payments to the contractor for work done on Federal-aid projects 
are made by the State from State funds. To obtain reimbursement 
for the Federal share the State submits vouchers to Public Roads 
indicating for each project the amount of work done and claiming 
the Federal portion that is due. 

Upon completion of a project it is finally inspected and a determi- 
nation made by Public Roads that it was constructed in accordance 
with the approved plans, specifications, and estimates, after which 
the project costs are audited and the final payment is made. Main- 
tenance of Federal-aid highway projects 1s a responsibility of the 
States. 

INTERSTATE PROGRAM 


The interstate program continues to advance rapidly. For the 
period since July 1, 1956, to April 1, 1959, interstate obligations 
amounted to $4.964 billion, or 105 percent of the goal established for 
that period. As a result, about 97 percent of the 1959 fiscal year 
interstate funds had been obligated as of April 1. 

Contracts were advertised for 2,798 projects during that time, at 
a total cost of $3.9 billion, of which $3.4 billion were Federal funds. 
The projects provide for improvements of 7,418 miles of the Inter- 
state System, including construction of 6,791 bridges. In addition, 
right-of-way acquisition was authorized at a cost of $1.2 billion in 
Federal funds, and surveys and plans were authorized totaling $361 
million in Federal funds. 

Since July 1, 1956, a total of 1,176 interstate projects were com- 
ee at a total cost of $1.1 billion, including $856 million of Federal 
unds. The projects provide for improvements on 3,587 miles of the 
Interstate System, consisting of 2,274 miles of high-type bituminous 
and portland cement concrete pavement, 1,262 miles of graded and 
drained earth road or temporary surface, and 51 miles of bridges 
involving 2,452 structures. 


ABC PROGRAM (PRIMARY, SECONDARY, URBAN EXTENSIONS) 


The ABC program, likewise, is progressing rapidly. ABC obliga- 
tions since July 1, 1956, have amounted to 101 percent of the projected 
goal. Federal funds totaling $2.3 billion were obligated during this 
period, and contracts were advertised for 60,893 miles of highway 
construction. Construction was completed during this period on 

TD totaling 64,641 miles, at a total cost of $3.9 billion, of which 

2 billion are Federal funds. About 84 percent of the 1959 fiscal 
year ABC funds had been obligated as of December 31, 1958. 
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D AND L FUND PROGRAM 


The program financed from the special $400 million authorization 
of D funds and $115 million of repayable advances identified L funds 

rogressed on schedule and in accordance with the intent of the act 
of 1958. Every State had its entire allotment of D funds under con- 
tract by December 1, 1958, and project agreements had been executed 
by December 31, 1958, as required by the authorizing legislation. All 
but three States used repayable advances authorized by the 1958 act. 

Availability of the special D and L funds and the requirement that 
they be placed under contract by December 1, 1958, did not delay 
the regular ABC or interstate programs. From April 16, 1958, when 
the special funds became available for obligation, until December 1, 
1958, when the D funds were fully obligated, the ABC obligations 
amounted to 113 percent of the projected goal and interstate obliga- 
tions amounted to 118 percent of the goal. 

The special D and L funds are being used almost entirely for con- 
struction, with associated right-of-way and surveys and plans work 
financed with regular ABC funds. Contracts were advertised on a 
total of 12,136 miles of construction. This total includes 7,868 miles 
of high-type bituminous or portland cement concrete paving, 2,166 
miles of intermediate-type surfacing, and 2,058 miles of gravel sur- 
facing or graded and drained earth road. <A total of 1,337 bridges, 
having a combined length of 44 miles, is included in the work. 


USE OF APPORTIONED FUNDS 


Most States have made gratifying individual progress in their use 
of Federal-aid highway funds apportioned for 1960 and prior fiscal 

ears. 

, As of April 1, 1959, 18 States were utilizing 1960 interstate funds, 
19 additional States had used at least half of the 1959 funds, and all 
but 6 States had used some portion of the 1959 funds. Sixteen States 
had utilized some portion of ABC funds, 22 States had utilized at 
least half of their 1959 ABC funds, and all but 3 States had used 
some portion of the 1959 funds. 

Several States are in a position to utilize interestate funds at a 
faster rate than is provided under present legislation. One State is 
expediting improvement of the Interstate System by means of ad- 
vance construction projects financed under the provisions of section 
115 of title 23, United States Code, relating to construction by States 
in advance of apportionment, wherein any State that has utilized its 
apportionments of interestate funds to date may construct additional 
projects without the aid of Federal funds and receive reimbursement 
therefor when additional interestate funds are apportioned. 


FINANCING THE PROGRAM 


_ The Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and 1958 provided author- 
izations totaling $25.625 billion for the fiscal years 1957 through 1969 
for improving the National System of Interstate and Defense High- 
ways. The legislation also provided authorizations for the fiscal 
years 1957 through 1961 for continuing the regular program of Fed- 
eral-aid primary, secondary, and urban highway improvement—the 
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so-called ABC program. Under the provisions of the Highway Reve- 
nue Act of 1956, the highway program is to be financed from revenue 
accruing to the Highway Trust Fund established by the act. 

Taxes accruing to the Highway Trust Fund under the provisions 
of the 1956 act are as follows: 

Gasoline and diesel fuels, 3 cents per gallon ; 

Trucks, buses, and trailers, 5 percent of manufacturing price; 
Tires, 8 cents per pound ; 

Inner tubes, 9 cents per pound ; 

Tread rubber, 3 cents per pound ; 

Heavy vehicle use, $1.50 per 1,000 pounds gross vehicle weight, 

Revenues accruing to the Highway Trust Fund since it was estab- 
lished on July 1, 1956, have been very close to the original estimates, 
On April 1, 1959, there was a balance of $492 million in the trust 
fund. 

Under the provisions of section 209(g) of the Highway Revenue 
Act of 1956, the full amounts authorized to be appropriated for the 
Interstate System cannot be apportioned to the States if the estimated 
revenues to be placed in the Highway Trust Fund will not be sufficient 
to defray required expenditures from the fund. The Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1958 suspended the limitations of this section for the 
1959 and 1960 fiscal year apportionments in order that the interstate 
program could be maintained on schedule. The 1958 act also provided 
increased authorizations for fiscal years 1959, 1960, and 1961. 

No additional revenues were provided to cover the increased ex- 
penditures resulting from these provisions of the 1958 act. As a con- 
sequence, under existing legislation there will be a deficit in the High- 
way Trust Fund beginning in the fiscal year 1960 and continuing to 
the end of the fiscal year 1963, after which estimated receipts and 
expenditures will be in balance. However, there could be no appor- 
tionment of interstate funds for the fiscal year 1961, and the interstate 
apportionment for the fiscal year 1962 would amount to only about 
$500 million. Thenceforth the interstate apportionment would range 
from $1.7 to $1.8 billion per year in accordance with amounts esti- 
mated to be available in the iekwer Trust Fund for liquidation of 
the interstate program. 

Under the provisions of section 209(b) of the Highway Revenue 
Act of 1956, it is the declared policy of the Congress that it “shall 
enact legislation in order to bring about a balance of total receipts 
and total expenditures” in the Highway Trust Fund. Such a balance, 
including requirements for retaining receipts from taxes on aviation 
gasoline in the general fund and for financing forest highways and 
public lands highways from the Highway Trust Fund as proposed 
in the 1960 budget document, can be accomplished for the fiscal 
years through 1964 by increasing the Federal tax on gasoline, diesel, 
and special motor fuel, from 3 cents per gallon to 414 cents per 
gallon for the period commencing July 1, 1959, and ending June 
30, 1964. 

The additional revenue which would be made available by such 
increase during the fiscal years 1960 and 1961 would amount to 
approximately $1.590 billion. The additional sums accruing to the 
Highway Trust Fund during these 2 years would provide for the 
estimated expenditures from the trust fund through June 30, 1961, 
with a balance of $411 million. 
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These figures are based upon current estimates by the Treasury 
Department of trust fund revenues for fiscal years 1959, 1960, and 
1961 and estimates made by the Bureau of Public Roads of expendi- 
tures from the trust fund for the same period, under the continuing 

rogram authorized by the 1958 act cae legislation proposed in the 
1960 budget document. 

In order that the full amount of the Interstate System funds au- 
thorized to be ae ey rere for fiscal years 1961 and 1962 may be 
apportioned to the States, thereby maintaining the program on 
schedule as established by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958, 
it would also be necessary under the limitations of section 209(g) of 
the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 to provide adequate funds to 
cover the contemplated expenditures. The proposed temporary motor 
fuel tax increase of 114 cents per gallon continued for 3 additional 
fiscal years, through fiscal year 1964, would provide adequate funds 
to liquidate the obligations of the United States resulting from the 
apportionment of interstate funds in the amount of $2.5 billion for 
the fiscal year 1961 and $2.2 billion for the fiscal year 1962 as 
authorized by the 1958 act. 

Additional revenue is necessary because at the time of making the 
apportionments for the fiscal year 1961—about July 1959—and for 
fiscal year 1962—about July 1960, a determination must be made 
that there will be a sufficient amount in the Highway Trust Fund 
to meet all obligations resulting from these and prior apportionments. 
Such obligations will not be fully liquidated until about the middle 
of fiscal year 1964. 

In January 1961, the Secretary of Commerce will submit to the 
Congress two fundamental reports required by the Highway Acts of 
1956 and 1958. The first will present the latest detailed estimate for 
the cost of completing the Interstate System. The second report 
will present. the conclusions derived from a 4-year study of highway 
user taxes, direct and indirect beneficiaries of the highway systems, 
and findings regarding the equitable distribution of highway user 
taxes among the various classes of users and those otherwise deriving 
benefits from highways. Thus in 1961 the Congress, with the benefit 
of these two basic reports, will have the opportunity to consider 
what eets adjustments might be made in the tax structure for the 
equitable distribution of such taxes for highway purposes, and to 
provide for appropriate financing and scheduling of apportionments 
required to complete the InterstateSystem as originally contemplated. 


Comments Re H.R. 5950 
BASIS OF APPORTIONMENT OF 1962 INTERSTATE FUNDS 


Section 1 of the proposed bill, H.R. 5950, would provide for using 
the 1958 estimate of cost of completing the Interstate System as the 
basis for apportioning interstate funds authorized for the fiscal year 
1962. Under the provisions of legislation enacted in 1958 (72 Stat. 
1725), the 1958 estimate of cost as shown in the report entitled “A 
Report of Factors for Use in Apportioning Funds for the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways” (House Doc. No. 300, 
85th Cong., 2d sess.), is authorized for use as the basis of apportioning 
the 1960 and 1961 interstate funds. 
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Under the provisions of section 2 of Public Law 85-899 (72 Stat. 
1725), the next reestimate of cost of completing the Interstate System 
is to be submitted to the Congress within 10 days subsequent to Janu- 
ary 2,1961. The 1961 reestimate of cost will not be available, there- 
fore, for use as a basis for apportioning the 1962 fiscal year interstate 
funds which would be apportioned to the States about July 1960, 

In view of these circumstances, section 1 of the proposed bill, H.R. 
5950, is recommended for adoption. 


INCREASE IN 1962 AUTHORIZATION OF INTERSTATE FUNDS 


Section 2 of the proposed bill, H.R. 5950, would increase the author- 
ization of Interstate funds ofr the fiscal year 1962 by $300 million— 
from $2.2 billion to $2.5 billion. 

Estimated revenues accruing to the Highway Trust Fund from 
present levies and from the 114 cents per gallon motor fuel tax in- 
crease recommended in the 1960 budget document would support an 
Interstate System authorization of $2.2 billion for the fiscal year 
1962, as provided by present. legislation, with balances of $40 mil- 
lion and $90 million, respectively, at the end of the fiscal years 1963 
and 1964. An increase of $300 million in the interstate authorization 
for fiscal] 1962 would result in a corresponding increase in expendi- 
tures during the fiscal years 1963 and 1964, with the result that there 
would be insufficient revenues available in the Highway Trust Fund 
to cover expenditures during these 2 fiscal years. The estimated 
deficits in the trust fund resulting from the $300 million increase in 
the 1962 authorization would amount to $60 million at the end of 
the fiscal year 1963 and $210 million at the end of the fiscal year 1964. 

In view of these circumstances, the provisions of section 2 of the pro- 
posed bill H.R. 5950 are not recommended for adoption. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I will detail the highlights of my written state- 
ment extemporaneously and use these charts to help explain the 
situation. 

First, I would like to discuss the progress that we have made in 
advancing the primary, secondary, and urban portion of the highway 

rogram and the interstate program between the enactment of the 
egislation in 1956, and April 1 of 1959, because the progress that we 
have made is basic to the problem which is before your committee 
today, namely, the need for apportioning funds in the future and the 
need for supplementing the revenue into the Highway Trust Fund. 

The obligations for Interstate System work in the nearly 3 years 
of life of the program are on schedule. I think you will recall that 
last year and the year before, when I testified before your committee 
I pointed out that the first thing we had to do in the development of 
this program is to determine a construction schedule. It is only 
through adherence to that schedule that we can be positive that, nation- 
wide, we are meeting the intent of the legislation for ati Ce the 
Interstate System by 1972, or to the extent of the funds which would 
be authorized for that work, and, at the same time, carry on the ABC 
program without the interstate program interfering with that line 
of work. 

Tam ha py to report to you that we are on schedule in the Interstate 
System. YW e are 105 percent of the goal which we established nearly 
3 years ago. We have obligated in Federal funds almost $5 billion 
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for Interstate System work since the enactment of the 1956 act, for 
work involving a total cost of about $5,900 million. That is broken 
down into construction contracts of $3.4 billion of Federal funds, sur- 
yveys and designs of $0.4 billion, and acquisition of right-of-way of 
$1.2 billion, for a total of $5 billion in Federal funds. 

Since July 1, 1956, with the funds available in the highway trust 
fund, we have completed nearly 1,200 projects on the Interstate Sys- 
tem, involving a total cost of $1.1 billion or $900 million in Federal 
funds. 

This completed work covers 3,600 project miles, and of that amount, 
9,300 miles is of high-type pavement and the difference, or 1,300 miles, 
represents projects that have been completed for grading, drainage, 
and temporary surfaces. 

This completed work includes 2,500 structures. 

One of the things that I think your committee and the Congress 
should take great pride in is the fact that the 1956 legislation pre- 
sented a balanced highway program. Consequently, we did not direct 
our attention solely to the Interstate System. This legislation in- 
sisted that we carry on the primary, secondary, and urban portion 
of the work at the same time, and at an increasing rate. I am pleased 
to report that that work also is on schedule. We established our goals 
for that work the same as the Interstate System 214 years ago, and 
we are now at 101 percent of the goal. 

Obligations for such work in Federal funds have amounted to $2.3 
billion, and the total construction has been $4.5 billion, as compared 
tothe $5.9 billion for the Interstate System work. 

We have completed in primary, secondary, and urban projects 
17,000 in number, at a total cost of $4 billion, of which $2 billion has 
been Federal funds. It involves 65,000 miles of that type of work, 
including 11,000 bridges. 

Last year the Congress enacted legislation advancing a special high- 
way program, a $400 million program for work on the primary, sec- 
ondary, and urban systems. It stipulated that this work should be 
under contract prior to December 1 of last year. The bill was signed 
on April 16 of last year and the construction had to be completed by 
December 1 of this year. I am happy to report that not a single 
State failed to meet its obligation in regard to that program. The 
full $400 million was obligated by actual contract prior to December 
l,and for work of great importance—it is all good, sound construction 
work on the primary, secondary, and urban systems—work which 

robably could not otherwise have been undertaken because of the 
imitation of funds, but yet was very much needed. It is vital work 
and it will be done by December 1 of this year, and it did not inter- 
fere with the advancement of regularly scheduled interstate and ABC 
systems work. 

Another way of looking at the progress would be to compare the 
amount of obligations nationwide that we have made to the funds 
which are available for fiscal 1959, and all prior year funds, Fiscal 
1959 is the year ending by July 1 of this year. 

So far as the Interstate System funds are concerned, nationwide we 
have obligated all prior authorizations plus 97 percent of the 1959 
fiscal year funds. Only 75 percent of the time has elapsed, so that you 
see we are ahead of the rate that would be indicated. 
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On the ABC program we have obligated nationwide as a basis 
amounts equal to all prior authorizations and 84 percent of the 1959 
fiscal year funds, compared to 75 percent of the time. 

Hishtenn States are using 1960 fiscal funds on the Interstate System 
program, and 16 States are using 1960 funds on the ABC program, 

Another way of looking at the advancement of the program would 
be to see what the total volume of work is that we have in hand now, 
expressed in dollars. I have been talking about work advertised or 
under construction. I have talked about designs being made, and 
right-of-way being purchased. In addition to that we program work, 
and programing is the first step in advance individual projects. It is 
then that an understanding is reached between the Bureau of Public 
Roads and a State that a specific project will be undertaken. At that 
time we authorize the purchase of right-of-way and the preparation of 
plans. When that is added to the total amount of work which I have 
been describing which is underway right now, the States and the 
Bureau of Public Roads have a program of $9,700 million in process 
of advancement. 

Naturally we are fundamentally interested in the relationship of 
that program to our highway trust fund. How are we coming out 
on that? 

On July 1, 1956, you had before you an estimate of revenue of the 
Highway Trust Fund. That estimate from July 1, 1956, to April 
1, 1959, indicated a revenue to the trust fund of $5,074 million. The 
actual receipts in that period of time were $5,058 million. A very 
close estimate indeed. 

Actual expenditures between July 1, 1956, and March 31, were 
$4,566 million, leaving a balance in the trust fund as of April 1 of this 
vear of $492 million. 

In this coming fiscal year, from July 1 we are going to find that 
the rate of expenditure is going to be in excess of the receipts into 
the trust. fund, as I will indicate on the charts; but I might point 
out the figures that for the period July 1, 1956, to June 30, 1960, our 
receipts are estimated to be $7,689 million in the trust fund, as com- 

ared to an expenditure for that period of time of $7,930 million, 

eaving an estimated deficit of $241 million at the end of fiscal year 
1960. 

I have a series of charts, Mr. Chairman, which if I may now I 
would like to show you and the committee, which further point to 
the authorizations which have been made by the 1956 and the 1958 
acts, the ability of the Department actually to apportion funds under 
those authorizations, the effect of the 114-cent gasoline tax, and re- 
quirements to finish the system in 1972 in the way of additional funds 
and authorizations. 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Tallamy, when you say 114 cents increase would 
do the job we started out to do by 1972, do you mean that the 114-cent 
increase would take care of the job ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Not quite, and the charts will 

Mr. Fatton. What estimate are you using, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tatxiamy. I am using $36 billion for the Federal portion for 
completion of the Interstate System; $36 billion total Federal cost 
or $40 billion total cost including State funds. But the 11% cents 
will not quite do it. I will indicate that it will do it through 1964 
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and it is only necessary in any temporary financing plan to get over 
this immediate problem, to get it into 1964. The reason for having 
to consider the program to 1964 is that under section 209(g) we cannot 
make an apportionment which will result in an expenditure which 
the trust fund cannot liquidate. If we are to apportion $214 billion 
this year and $2.2 billion next year, or any increased amount, it would 
result in expenditures in 1962, 1963, and 1964 which the trust fund 
cannot liquidate. So, therefore, any financing plan which is con- 
sidered by the Congress and this administration which would not 

uire a borrowing from the general fund would have to be carried 
to 1964; but in 1961 the Congress may develop a long-range financing 
program in the light of these reports which you mentioned and which 
will be submitted to the Congress in 1961, and which might very well 
alter any financing plan which would be established now. 

Mr. Fation. That is right. 

Mr. Tatuamy. In other words, it might not have to be carried on 
to 1964, Mr. Chairman. This is very complicated and I think it will 
simplify itself when I present the charts, if I may, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Go ahead. 

Mr. Tattamy. This chart, gentlemen, shows the apportionments 
which may be made for the Interstate System work under present 
legislation and also the authorizations which have been made for 
Interstate System work under present authorizations. Now you 
notice for 1957 we were authorized to make an apportionment of $1 
billion. We made it. For 1958, $1.7 billion; and we made that. In 
1959—originally in the 1956 act we were authorized to make $2 billion. 
The 1958 act increased that to $2.2 billion, and that was made. For 
1960 we were authorized to make $2.2 billion by the 1956 act. The 
1958 act increased that to $2.5 billion and that was made, 

I might point out that the 1958 act also extended this $2.5 billion 
level of authorization to 1961. That is the one which we would nor- 
mally make this coming July. The 1958 act did not alter the appor- 
tiomments authorized from that time on. So we were, under the 1958 
act, authorized to apportion $2.2 billion through 1967 and then grad- 
ually reduce it to 1969. But the 1956 act said if you cannot make 
an apportionment in these early years because the trust fund would 
not support it, then you could carry over that amount which was not 
apportioned to later years. We call those deferred apportionments. 

he 1956 act had another basic controlling feature which I will 
mention, which is section 209(g), which limits the amount which we 
can actually apportion under the authorizations to what the trust fund 
can liquidate. Last year if we had been acting under the 1956 act, 
with that limitation we would only have been able to apportion $1.6 
billion for the fiscal year 1960; we actually appertionsl: $2.5 billion. 
That is a $900 million increase. Then we added another $200 million 
Sy 1959 fiscal year, you recall, which made the increasce $1.1 
illion. 

Then on the ABC program we had another increase in authori- 
zation of $400 million. So the apportionments which were made last 
year, altogether, ABC and Interstate Systems, exceeded what the 
trust fund could liquidate by $1.5 billion. 
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So that is really the basic problem which makes it now impossible 
to apportion any of the 1961 Interstate funds unless a solution to the 
financing problem is developed in this session of Congress. And next 

ear, under existing legislation, we will be able to opportion only a 
half a billion dollars of Interstate funds. The following year $1.6 
billion for a 2-year period and then we can apportion at the $1.7 bil- 
lion level for 4 years, and then we can jump up to $1.8 billion, and 
so on, in that fashion in 1971. But we will not be able to apportion 
$2.6 billion even though it has been authorized. 

I will now show you on the next chart, the expenditure chart, which 
shows you what 

Mr. Renate: Before you leave that, Mr. Tallamy, I want to make it 
clear in my mind. As I understand it, if the Congress is to meet 
the emergency for 1961 and 1962 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Faxon. It is necessary for us to find $4,500 million, if this bill 
is enacted, raising the appropriation for 1962 to $2.5 billion. 

Mr. Tattamy. You have to authorize that amount. 

Mr. Fatuon. Yes. 

Mr. Tattamy. You may not actually have to find it now because in 
1961 you could find it in a different way, as I will show you in the next 
chart. In other words, we have to know that the action that is taken 
this year is sufficient to carry the expenditures through 1964, and that 
will require about $41, billion. 

Mr. How much ? 

Mr. Tattamy. About $414 billion. 

Mr. Fation. That is the figure that I had. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes; that it right. But the point is that in 1961 a 
different tax schedule or a different financing plan could generate 
that money for you. 

Mr. Fation. That would be on the long-range basis for the balance 
of the program. 

Mr. Tautiamy. It could also be for that part. 

Mr. Fatvon. It could not be for1961 and 1962. 

Mr. Tattamy. Not for 1961 and 1962. It could be for 1960 and 
1961. It could cover the expenditures that we will have to make prior 
to the beginning of fiscal year 1962. That would be definite. The 
expenditures we would make beyond that time could be 

Mr. Faxton. Let me put it another way, Mr. Tallamy. If the 
Congress does nothing this year, what happens in 1961 as far as inter- 
state money is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Tatitamy. There would be none. 

Mr. Faxon. There would be none? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Fatton. So that is the emergency period we have to act on 
before July 1 of this year. 

Mr. Tatitamy. You have to act on it before July 1 of this year, be- 
fore we can make any apportionment; that is correct. I think I was 
thinking of something else. And we can only make $500 million avail- 
able next year. 88 

Mr. Fation. So what we need for this period if this authorization 1s 
raised to $2.5 billion for 1962—what we actually need over that 
period of time is $4,500 million in order to meet the authorization. 
Mr. Tatiamy. That is right, sir. 
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Mr. Fation. Mr. Tallamy, if the 114-cent gasoline tax is enacted, 
what is the revenue per year for instance in 1961 and 1962? 

Mr. Tatitamy. In 1960 it yields $724 million and in 1961 it 
yields—— 

Mr. Fatiton. What was that figure ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. $724 million. And in 1961 it would yield $866 mil- 
lion. In 1962 it would yield $899 million and in 19638, $920 million. 
In 1964 it would yield $945 million. Then in 1965 we could actually 
collect $129 million which would be due in 1964. In other words, the 
physical time to collect it would mean that the taxes in 1964 to the 
extent of $129 million would be actually collected in 1965. 

Mr. Hutz. Would that mean, then, over $1 billion for 1964? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. This chart No. 2 differs materially from 
the previous chart in that this one represents expenditures and not 
authorizations. In 1957 we spent nearly $1 billion. We actually spent 
or expended for construction work nearly $1 billion—$966 million. 
The income was $1,482 million. So we developed a surplus in 1957. 

We expended $1,511 million in 1958, whereas the income was $2,044 
million. So in those 2 years we developed a surplus in the trust fund 
of $1,049 million. 

In 1959 we expect expenditures to total at the end of this year $2,451 
million, whereas the estimated revenue will be $2,041 million. So we 
begin to dig into the surplus we created in 1957 and 1958. 

n 1960 the Interstate System and ABC expenditures will total 
$3,002 million according to the estimate, whereas the estimated reve- 
nues will be only $2,122 million. So we dig into this or—I mean, we 
have to borrow $241 million unless something is done to make up that 
deficit out of taxes. 

Mr. Fauion. Mr. Tallamy, you can borrow the money because the 
Byrd amendment was suspended in 1960. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Yes, sir. In 1961 we will be spending $2,711 million 
against a revenue of $2,195 million. So that in those 2 years we will 
develop a deficit of $757 million which will have to be borrowed from 
the general fund which, as you point out, results from the suspension of 
209(¢). But that legislation also says we have to pay back the general 
fund before we can make another apportionment. 

So our expenditures from all of the apportionments we have made 
so far—not the one we are thinking of making this year but from the 
apportionments we have made so far—our estimated expenditures in 
1962 are going to be $2,185 million, whereas our estimated revenue will 
y 5 million, so we can begin to pay a little back to the general 

und. 

In 1963 our estimated expenditures will drop down to $1,670 million 
and the revenues will be $2.3 billion, so that in 1963 we will be able to 
pay back everything we owe the general fund. In 1964 we are back on 
a current basis again and can work out our expenditures so that 
they will equal the revenues and continue on up in this fashion to 
the end of the authorized program. 

That is all for that chart. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Tallamy, you are not talking about completing it? 

Mr. Tatuamy. No, sir. 

Mr. Fation. You are not talking about completing the program ? 


| 
| 
| 
| 


24 HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 


Mr. Tatiamy. No, sir. All we will be able to expend on the Inter- 
state System under that program will be $23,314 million against a need 
of $36 billion. 

Mr. Fatuon. Then we need about $12 billion in additional revenue 
to complete the program ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes,sir. And that shows up on subsequent charts. 

Mr. Batpwrin. Could I ask a question on that fiscal year 1961? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batpwrn. As I understand it, you show that a deficit will be 
incurred in that year, but if I understand it in fiscal year 1961 the 
Byrd amendment will go back into effect. Is that correct? 

Mr. Tauiamy. That is for fiscal year apportionments. It goes 
back into effect for apportionment purposes. 

Mr. Batowin. Yes. Apportionment for the funds to be used or 
committed in fiscal year 1961. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, but this deficit that develops here in 1961 re- 
sults from the apportionment we made last year. 

Mr. Baupwrn. In other words, what you are talking about is the 
apportionment that was made last July for fiscal year 1960. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Yes. 

Mr. Batowin. And it will be put into contract form during fiseal 
year 1960, or work will be started under construction in that period. 

want to be sure I understand this. Will you explain just why that 
1961 is as it is when the Byrd amendment is in effect on apportion- 
ments ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batpwin. There is a confusion in my mind anyway. 

Mr. Tattamy. You see last year we made the opportionment be- 
cause of the suspension of 209(g). We made the apportionment of 
$114 billion more than the trust fund would support. 

Mr. Batpwrin. Yes, but that just ran through fiscal year 1960—the 
apportionment. 

r. Tatnamy. The apportionments were for 1959 and 1960 fiscal 
years. 

Mr. Batpwin. Right. 

Mr. Tattamy. Which has already been made. 

Mr. Batowin. Right. 

Mr. Tarxuamy. As a result of those apportionments, States have 
entered into contracts with contractors, and those contracts will come 
due in fiscal year 1961, 1962, 1963, and 1964, depending on the size of 
the contract, you see. 

Mr. Bauywin. I see. So your figures then are on the basis of the 
payments that you anticipate will be required to be made in fiseal 
year 1961 of funds which were committed for these previous fiscal 
years ¢ 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. I see. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. In other words, the expenditures for the Interstate 
System will continue at a considerable level through fiscal 1962 and 
fiscal 1963 without any new apportionments for those years? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That is right. That is surely right. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Epmonpson. Then how do you get the expenditures back up at 
the high level that you are going to have in 1964 with no new appor- 
tionments made during that period ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. Because in 1962 we make a small apportionment of 
$500 million, but in 1963 then we make an apportionment of about $1.6 
billion. That will boost that backup. 

Mr. Batpwin. One furthur question. Then actually, from the 
standpoint of yearly expenditures on road construction, even though 
there is no apportionment whatsoever in 1961, this chart would actu- 
ally picture the yearly expenditures in road construction during that 

riod of time as compared to the complete gap shown in your other 
chart for 1961. 

Mr. Tatuamy. This chart shows the situation that will develop if no 
legislation is enacted this year. I might point out from the other 
chart something I think you would want to consider. 

You see, the rate of increase in our construction program jumps up 
from $966 million to $3 billion. It is going to drop off at practically 
the same rate unless something is done this year. The State highway 
departments have increased their organization to carry this program 
at about that level and the contractors and the equipment people have 

red their organizations and purchased equipment, and developed 
Eisklogs of material and personnel and organization to carry on at 
this level, and this is what is going to happen. We are going to drop 
down from $3 billion to $1.6 billion in a 3-year period. 

Mr. Fauion. That would be disastrous, would it not? 

Mr. Tattamy. And that would be very serious indeed. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Do you think that would be more serious than to 
finance it with a deficit financing operation during that period of 
time 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, I have to qualify the answer to that one. I 
think if we spend more money than we have, we have to do something 
about it to get more money. I do not think we can continue with 
deficit financing. 

Mr. Wrieut. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Mr. Mr. Wright. 

Mr. Wricut. Aside from the temporary suspension of the Byrd 
amendment, what has placed us in this position? Have revenues been 
disappointingly small 

r. Tarnamy. No, sir. 

Mr. Wricut. Have costs been unexpectedly high 4 

Mr. Tacuamy. No, sir. The cost will be high when we consider 
the entire program, but that is not the cause of our present problem. 
The present problem is caused by other factors. It was caused first by 
the suspension of 209(g), but basically and even more important— 

Mr. Scuerer. You said it was caused by it? 

Mr. Tattamy. [said partly because of the suspension of 209(g). 

Mr. Scuerer. That did not create the deficit in the trust fund. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. Except for this year. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. It created the deficit because we appor- 
tioned $114 billion more than the trust fund could finance, 

Mr. Scuerer. Not basically it did not create the deficit. 


le q 
| 
PS 
or | 
| 
he 
d. 
at 
n- 
of | 
he 
“al | 
ve 
me 
of a 
he | 
eal 


26 HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 


Mr. Fa.uon. Is it not true the action of the other body when the 
amended our regular Federal-aid Highway Act last year, when it 
went to the Senate, was that they increased the funds in the bill with no 
provision for financing ? 

Mr. Tatxtamy. That is right. But may I also indicate that there is 
something I think even more fundamental or at least equally funda- 
mental to that. That is, under the 1956 act while the program was in 
balance over the 16-year construction period which was contemplated 
it was not in balance year by year. So that during the fore part of the 
program the authorization did exceed the estimated yields, and that 
was why they planned the deferment of authorizations to the latter 
part of the program. 

Mr. Scuerer. Is not the basic reason due to the fact that we under- 
estimated the cost of the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. You said it was $26 billion. Was not that our original 
gure? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is the problem you have in front of you. 

Mr. Scuerer. What? 

Mr. Tattamy. The problem you have in front of you is primarily 
the result of the increased cost in the long-range financing program. 
The long-range financing program. But this deficit now is caused by 
the fact that 209(g) was suspended without any additional revenue. 
The authorizations that were made for the Interstate System to date 
are only $500 million more than was originally authorized in the 1956 
act. So that that $500 million has very little relationship to the in- 
creased cost of the overall system. 

You see, the 1958 act authorized $300 million additional for 1960 
and $200 million additional for 1959. Five hundred million dollars 
altogether above the 1956 act. 

r. Fatton. But did it not also raise the appropriation for the 
ABC roads ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. It did, yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. Which came out of the trust fund. 

Mr. Tattamy. By $400 million, and it had to come out of the trust 
fund. But the pomt I am making here is that this $500 million in 
those 2 years is an influencing factor on the deficit, of course, but that 
is not the difference between the $24 billion and the $36 billion that 
we need. 

Mr. Scuerer. That is on the overall program. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Yes, sir. That isthe part of the program we have to 
develop I think in 1961 when we have the new estimate of cost and 
we have these two reports on highway user benefits. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Faution. Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. Please forgive me for being a little dense on this, but 
on one chart did you not show that the borrowings were from the 
surplus in the trust fund accumulated during the first 2 years when 


me yp was just getting started? Am I correct in that? 


r. Tarnamy. Yes, but we will use up all of those. 
Mr. Brown. That is all used up 
Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, it will be. 
Mr. Brown. Now you are talking about borrowings. 
Mr. Tattamy. From the general fund, in addition. 


Ee... 
| a 
tl 
el 
ti 
Ww 
| 
fi 
m 
ca 
th 
2 is 
fu 
wi 
su 
th 
so 
re 
we 
bil 
wh 
bil 
do 
fin 
ne’ 
an 
ma 
bil 
] 
be 
at 


HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 27 

Mr. Brown. From the general fund for 1960 and 1961, or 1959 and 

960 ¢ 
f Mr. Tattamy. You see, we built up a surplus in 1957 and 1958 of 
$1,049 million. We use that up in 1959 and 1960, and we still need 
some more. We need $241 million more for 1960 and that has to come 
out of the general fund. Then in 1961 you see we have another $500 
million that will have to come out of the general fund. 

Mr. Brown. And the immediate problem then would be that this 
amendment, this restricting amendment on borrowings, goes back into 
effect. Isthata problem? 

Mr. It sure is. 

Mr. Brown. Now I am getting it straight in my own mind. So 
that is the first hurdle. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Well, it would not be a hurdle if you had money 
enough here to meet this deficit. 

Mr. Brown. That is right. I am getting it straight now. 

Mr. Tattamy. Now I will throw another two or three things into 
the discussion at this point. This third chart is based upon the budget 
which is submitted by the administration to the Congress this year. 
It is slightly different in the authorizations we could make than the 
first chart that I showed. 

The first chart indicated for 1962 that we could make a $500 million 
apportionment. This shows $300 million instead of $500 million. 

he rest of the chart is nearly the same but not exactly. It is $100 
million different in apportionments for 1963, 1964, and 1965. We 
carry $1.7 billion in apportionments for 1966, 1967, and 1968, as on 
the other chart. The big noticeable difference is here for 1962. That 
is brought about by several things. 

First, the budget is presented on the basis of taking from the trust 
fund the aviation gasoline tax which now goes into the Highway Trust 
Fund. That is 2 cents per gallon. Also supporting the forest high- 
way program from the trust fund instead of the general fund. Also 
supporting the public lands program from the trust fund instead of 
the general fund. 

Those three things have a slight effect, and I point it out primarily 
so that you will recognize the difference in these figures. That is the 
result. The 114-cent gasoline tax or $4.4 billion in 1961 and 1962 
would permit the apportionment of $214 billion for 1961 and $2.2 
billion for 1962. 

To finish the program by 1972 we would need apportionments some- 
what along this top line to obtain the $36 billion of Federal funds 
which are necessary. We would need $214 billion for 1963 and $2.7 
billion for 1964 and 1965 and then $2.8 billion in 1969, and then drop 
down to $214 billion and then down to $2 billion. 

In calendar year 1961 we would have to decide on a long-range 
financing program to complete the system by 1972 in the light of the 
new estimated cost of the system, the highway user benefits and taxes, 
and the nonhighway user benefits as well. In the light of that infor- 
mation you can develop a long-range plan. 

According to present estimates we would need an additional $9 
billion for the fiscal years 1963 through 1971. 

Mr. Evmonpson. That $9 billion, as I understand it, would not 
be available under any financing proposal that is before the Congress 
atthistime. Is that right? 
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my TattAmy. The 11% cents gasoline tax would not quite equal 
this. 

Mr. Epmonpson. You mean if you extended it on through the full 
period it would still not equal it ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Not quite. It is close to it but not quite. 

Mr. Epmonpson. And I did not understand there was any proposal 
to extend it completely through. 

Mr. Tattamy. There is not. 

Mr. Batpwin. May | ask this question, Mr. Tallamy? This chart, 
as I understand it, is based on the theory that you would remove 
from the trust fund the airplane gasoline taxes now going into the 
trust fund and you put as a charge against the trust fund the pay- 
ments now being made for forest highways and forest roads which 
are now coming out of the general fund. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Mr. Batowrn. You have shown in fiscal year 1962 it would cut it 
down from $500 million to $300 million, so we can say for fiscal year 


1962 it would reduce the receipts of the fund by $200 million, Would | 
there be a similar reduction for each of those remaining years from | 


1963 to—— 
Mr. Tattamy. No. It runs around $56 million a year reduction. 
Mr. Barpwtin. $56 million a year? 
Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 
Mr. Batpwin. Why does it have an impact of $200 million on 
fiscal year 1962? 


Mr. Tatxiamy. This is an apportionment chart. Requirements for | 


financing forest highways and public lands highways from the high- 
way trust fund and retaining receipts from aviation gasoline in the 
general fund during the 3 fiscal years 1960, 1961, and 1962 would 
reduce the apportionment of interstate funds that could be made for 
fiscal 1962 by nearly $200 million. 

I have one more chart, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brown. Excuse me, Mr. Tallamy, before you take that chart 
back. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. You gave us earlier the estimated receipts from the 
11% cents gasoline tax, and in 1960, 1961, and 1962 as I add them it 
isabout $214 billion. 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. Now on the chart there, though, through 1962 you 
show $4.4 billion. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. Where is the discrepancy ? 

Mr. Tattamy. These are authorizations and not expenditures, and 
so we authorize here $4.4 billion, but the expenditures for that 44 
billion are spread over a 4-year period. So that the gasoline tax has 
to be carried through 1964 to make it possible for us to do this. 

Mr. Brown. I see. Thank you. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, would it be possible for us to get 
copies of these charts? 

fr. Tatxamy. I will submit them for the record if the chairman 
would like it. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you, Mr. Tallamy. 

(For charts see p. 125.) 
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Mr. Tatxamy. I have them in reduced size so that they will be ve 
convenient to you. This fourth chart illustrates the question whi 
you have just asked. This again is based on the budget proposal 
which we just discussed, and it indicates a deficit in 1960 and 1961 
of $1.2 billion; the opportionments of $21, billion this year and $2.2 
billion next year for the fiscal years 1961 and 1962 respectively would 
result in the use of $3.3 billion of 114 cent gas tax revenues in 1962, 
1963, 1964, and 1965. : 

So that shows what is necessary in order to make the apportionment 
of $214 billion this year, and $2.2 billion next year. _ me 

This chart also shows the additional revenues totaling $8.9 billion 
that would be needed during the fiscal years 1965 through 1972 in the 
event the apportionments which I discussed in the previous chart 
were actually made as a result of a long-range financing plan which 
might develop in 1961. ; 

Mr. Fauion. Mr. Tallamy, while we are on that study that is com- 
ing to us in 1961, would you have any objections if we put in this bill 
some place something as ing you to furnish us with the cost estimate 
for the additional 1,000 miles over the 40,000? 

Mr. Tautiamy. You mean in 1961? 

Mr. Fation. Yes. That is right. 

Mr. Tattamy. No, sir. If you would like it, we could do so. 

Mr. Fauion. Because if we are going to decide on how to finance 
a long-range program as a result of the study you furnish us in 1961 
itmight be just as well to take the 1,000 miles that has been authorized 
and include it in the new financing program. I guess it would be 
necessary to add a section clirecting the Secretary to do that. 

Mr. ‘Tatuamy. I think it would probably be well to do that. 

Mr. Batpwin. May I ask one question ? 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Tallamy, as I understand it this chart is the 
level of expenditures made upon the existing authorizations, which 
isan authorization of $21, billion for 1960, $214 billion for fiseal 1961 
and $2.2 million for fiscal year 1962. And that is based on the existing 
authorization. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Batpwin. Since your high point is in fiscal year 1962, that 
shows the authorization for that year falls by $300 million under 
the existing amount. Nevertheless on an expenditure level you are 
reaching your high point in that year, because your expenditures 
lag by about a year apparently. 

. Tattamy. The expenditures lag more than a year really. The 
peak of expenditures results about 3 years after the apportionment. 

Mr. Batpwin. But the accumulation of this process means that 
even if the authorization drops by $300 million in fiscal year 1962 
we nevertheless hit the high point of actual expenditures in that 
year according to your chart. 

Mr, Tatnamy. That is right, yes, sir. 


Mr. Mumma. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Fatton. Mr. Mumma. 
Mr. Mumma. Mr. Tallamy, what would be your estimate of the 
number of years that would be required additionally to finish this 
41436—59—_3 
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project if it were maintained at the same level of $2.6 billion expendi- 
ture? I just want to know. 
= Mr. Tatuamy. I would say about a year. 

Mr. Momma. How much? 

Mr. Tattamy. One year. If we maintained expenditures at the $2.6 
billion level. 

Mr. Mumma. Something could happen in that period so that it 
could be extended anyhow. There could be factors entering into it. 

Mr. Fatton. But is it not true, Mr. Hallamy, if we do not raise the 
authorizations in the new cost studies that in 1972 only two-thirds 
of the program will be complete ? 

} Mr. Tatitamy. That is correct. Those are two different subjects. 
You are correct. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Edmondson. 

Mr. Epmonpson. When the 40,000-mile goal was first established 
for the Interstate System was it planned at that time that approxi- 
mately 5,000 of those miles would be roads taken into the system 
from State freeways or toll roads that were already constructed ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. i do not think there was any relationship in miles. 
The intent was to take in whatever toll roads and free roads would 
meet the Interstate System standards, but there was no indication 
of what mileage that might be. Actually it developed to be about that, 

Mr. Epmonpson. If you had not included this 5,000 miles-plus 
which includes 2,255 miles of toll roads and 2,824 miles of other free 
facilities, then your fiscal problem would be about twice as serious 
as it is right now, would it not ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. The estimate that was made originally was made on 
the basis of what the States thought they would have to spend to 
build new roads and to improve existing roads. So that their esti- 
mate in 1955, used in 1956, would have automatically taken care of 
the toll road problem but there was no fixed idea as to the amount of 
miles there would be in the legislation. 

Mr. Epmonpson. As you know we have a bill which the chairman 
introduced to provide for reimbursement to the States that have had 
a big segment on the Interstate System incorporated into this system 
without reimbursement. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Epmonpson. And we will be are that, I am hopeful, 
in the very near future in this committee. But would you not agree 
that if that mileage had not been incorporated into the system that 
we would be much farther behind in our goal than we are right now! 

Mr. Tatiamy. I willagreetothat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Baxpwin. Will the gentleman yield? I want to be sure 1 
understand the facts. When we are talking about an estimate of 
$40 billion to complete this system are we talking about an estimate 
on the basis that the toll roads that have come in that already meet 
the standards will not be reimbursed, or are we talking about. esti- 
mates on the basis that the States would actually have to build 
parallel roads? 

Mr. Tatiamy. The estimate I have been using here of $40 billion 
total costs, $36 billion Federal-aid, does not include any reimburse- 
ment to the States that have built free roads or toll roads. Also it does 
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not include building parallel roads where free roads or toll roads 
meet Interstate System standards. 

Mr. Batpwin. Then it means that it just leaves toll roads as they 
are? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Mr. Batpwin. In other words, toll roads are in the system col- 
lecting tolls with no reimbursement, and on that basis the estimate 
is $40 billion? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. Then actually the increased cost of the Interstate 
System is greater than from $26 billion to $36 billion. 

Mr. Tatitamy. No. Because the estimate never included the cost 
of the toll roads. The original estimate of the work referred only 
to the roads that had to be built. 

Mr. Scuerer. But did we not at that time—did we contemplate 
at that time when the original estimate was made including the toll 
road mileage on the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, we did. 

Mr. Scuerer. Without reimbursement, and we still figured it was 
$27 billion? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. My recollection, Mr. Tallamy, is that we did not 
consider the toll roads at all. We were considering at that time 
building parallel roads. The $27 billion included the complete 
Interstate System without including toll road mileage, and visualized 
or contemplated erection of parallel roads. 

Mr. TatLamy. No, sir. I am sure that it was not the understanding 
of the States. I am sure the States did not include in their estimates 
the building of a parallel toll road when the toll road was on the 
Interstate System. 

Mr. Scuerer. But they did not put the toll roads on the Interstate 
System until later though ? 

Mr. Tattamy. No, but the estimate was not based upon a free road 
being parallel to the toll road. It was not based upon that. 

Mr. Scuerer. You know when the toll roads were put on the Inter- 
state System in Ohio it automatically dropped our Interstate System 
mileage almost 300 miles for which we were to receive 90-10 money. 
So that 300 miles was no longer included in the cost of the Interstate 
System in Ohio. 

Mr. TatLamy. My answer to you would be that it would be a func- 
tion of the timing. Ifthe Ohio Turnpike had not been built or was not 
being built at the time the estimate was made in 1955, why then, the 
cost would have been included in the estimate. But if the Ohio Turn- 
pike was being built in 1955 the estimate of the Interstate System 
would not have included the cost of a parallel road. 

Mr. Scuerer. In that original $27 billion Interstate System cost, 
Ohio, my recollection is that it contemplated the construction of 1,800 
miles of Interstate Highway in the State of Ohio. Subsequently, and 
I cannot remember exactly when, we made the Ohio Turnpike part of 
the system and it reduced the Ohio mileage to around 1,000 miles for 
which we were to receive 90-10 money. 

So we did have in Ohio approximately 300 miles of Interstate System 
included in that $27 billion total cost of the Interstate System which 
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will. not now have to be paid for because the turnpike has been sub- 
stituted for that mileage. 

Mr. Crark. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scuerer. Yes. 

Mr. Ciarx. That is the reason why 17 Members in the last session of 
Congress came out with a bill to reimburse these States for the turn- 
pikes or else give them more mileage than that contemplated in the first 
place when the bill was first enacted: 

Mr. Fatxon. I wish the gentlemen would understand, those with 
toll roads in their States, that the interstate mileage did not mean any- 
thing as far as your apportionment was concerned. The apportion- 
ment was the same asthe ABC roads. So that for the first 3 years your 
interstate mileage did not figure in in the apportionment at all. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the geltleman yield i 

Mr. Fauxon. So that it is just beginning to figure in. 

Mr. Epmonpson. But my chairman of course is aware of the fact 
that you cannot apportion Federal money for roads that are already 
built. You have to build them to get them apportioned to you. 

Mr. Faron. It did not affect the toll roads in your State. None of 
the toll roads in your State were considered as interstate for the 
apportionment purposes. If you will recall we apportioned the money 
to the States on the basis of population, mileage, and area, and not on 
mileage of roads. 

Mr. Scuerer. I am not talking about apportionment but I am talk- 
ing about the original estimate of the cost of completing the 40,000 
miles. And that was what? $27 billion, Mr. Tal want 

Mr. TatiAmy. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. My recollection is that $27 billion did not visualize 
and did not contemplate the inclusion of toll roads that had already 
been built, as part of the Interstate System, in determining or arriving 
at the cost of building 41,000 miles of highways. 

Mr. Well, it did in New York. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I wonder if we could nail down the cost estimate, 
As I understand it $27 billion was the original cost estimate and then 
the figure went up to $36 billion. Now we have a $40 billion cost of 
the Interstate System. Could we have those figures clearly identified! 

Mr. Faron. $36 billion is the Federal share of it, and $4 billion is 
the State share. 

Mr. Epmonpson. The State share ‘of the total $40 billion cost? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Scurrer. What I am trying to point out is that the cost actually 
increased more than that because we have now included in the Inter- 
state System how many miles of toll roads? 

Mr. 2,200 miles. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Plus 2,800 miles of other free roads for which there 
was no reimbursement. 

Mr. Brown. On that point, Mr. Chairman, the original plan was 
a 13-year program. Isthat correct? 

Thirteen years for apportionments and 16 years to 
uild. 

Mr. Brown. Sixteen years. We have covered three-sixteenths of the 
program. Isthat correct? 

r.Tatnamy. Yes. 
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Mr. Brown. Now have we built three-sixteenths of the 40,000 miles 
of new road? 

Mr. Epmonpvson. Not of new roads we have not. We built less than 
one-sixth of the total of new roads. 

Mr. Brown. As I figure three-sixteenths of 40,000 miles it would be 
7,500 miles of new roads. Now we have according to your figures this 
morning built 6,384 miles of new roads. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That was as of December 31st, that figure. 

Mr. Brown. Do you think that we have built 7,500 miles? 

Mr. Tatitamy. We have placed under contract over 7,000 miles. 
I will give you the exact figure of what we placed under contract. 
We placed under contract or completed 7,418 miles as of April 1 of 
this year. 

Mr. Epmonpson. But some of that contracting will not be con- 
structed for another 3 years, will it ? 

Mr. Brown. So if you take the under contract figures you would 
have to go back to the original 13-year figure, Lota you not, Mr. 
Tallam 

Mr. Tatitamy. No. Because the contracts are the construction por- 
tion of the program and we anticipated 16 years for actual construction. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you, Mr. Chairs. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatuon. Are there any other questions by the members ¢ 

Mr. Ciark. Yes. 

Mr. Faxon. I just want to tell the members that it has been the 
policy in the past that we have Mr. Tallamy back, or his representa- 
tive, in executive session, so that if there is anything you want to ask, 
or any questions you want cleared, he will be on hand. Am I correct 
in saying, Mr. Tallamy, that you accept our invitation in executive 
eT Th ht. I ] h d 

r. Tattamy. That is right. I am always very ha to do so. 

Mr. Hutt. Mr. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Hull. 

Mr. Hutu. I would like to make just one short statement and then 
ask you a question. When the Congress passed the Federal-aid High- 
way Act of 1956 they did not anticipate that sufficient revenues would 
be collected in the early part of the program to permit the trust fund 
to finance the system’s early requirements. The committee antici- 
pated that it would be necessary to borrow against the future revenues 
of the trust fund in the early phase of the program in order to sta- 
bilize the construction program itself. Of course, the Byrd amend- 
ment limited this possibility. Now here is the question. 

If the Byrd amendment is suspended or repealed would it not be 

ible to finance the program without imposing further taxes? The 
idea would be to permit repayable advances from the general fund 
to the trust fund with the advances to be repaid with interest as the 
demands decrease for construction. 

Mr. Tatuamy. I think if this large amount of money were advanced 
to the trust fund from the general fund that it would create a finan- 
cial problem in the general fund, so it does not seem as though it 
solves the total requirements for funds, although I am not the fiscal 
expert of the administration. 
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Mr, Huu. I think you told us the balance in the trust fund was 
$492 million. What is the balance in the general fund at this time? 
Mr. Tatxiamy. I do not know. You are out of my province, sir. 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Tallamy, I appreciate very much your coming 
up here this morning and we will see you again soon when we go into 
executive session. 

Gentlemen, I would like to make an announcement. Tomorrow 
morning at 10 o’clock we will continue the hearings on this highway 
legislation and at that time we will have representatives of the 

SHO and representatives of the American Road Builders’ Asso- 
ciation and maybe some other witnesses that we will be able to work 
in, because tomorrow if it is possible we will get permission to sit 
while the House is on general debate tomorrow afternoon and then 
we can use the full day tomorrow to hear witnesses. 

The meeting is adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 


(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the committee recessed until 10 a.m, 


the following day, Wednesday, May 6, 1959.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 6, 1959 


Houser oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
oN Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a.m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. George H. Fallon presiding. 

Mr. Fatton. Gentlemen, the House Committee on Public Works is 
meeting in full committee for the further consideration of H.R. 5950. 
When we adjourned yesterday we had heard three witnesses, Senator 
Jennings Randolph of West Virginia; the Honorable John J. Allen, 
Jr., Under Secretary for Transportation, Department of Commerce; 
and Mr. B. D. Tallamy, Federal Highway Administrator of the De- 
partment of Commerce. 

Today we have a number of other witnesses, and I think we can 
complete the testimony of those who are scheduled today if we can 

t permission when the House goes in session to sit this afternoon 
dating general debate. 

I would like to welcome our first witness this morning myself, but 
inasmuch as he is from the State of one of our distinguished members, 
Tam going to recognize Mr. Gray to present him. 

Mr. Gray, Thank you, Mr. Chairman and wom Sone We in Tili- 
nois like to believe we have the finest highway department in the 
country. Heading up that department is a gentleman I am sure who 
needs no introduction to this committee. He has been here many times 
and is a fine gentleman, and is doing a tremendous job as the chief 
engineer of the [ilinois Highway Department. He is now serving as 
4(th president of the American Association of State Highway Officials. 

So it gives me a great dea) of pleasure to introduce our own chief 
engineer and the president of the American Association of State High- 
way Officials, Mr. Ralph Bartelsmeyer of Illinois. 

My. Fanion. Mr. Barte)lsme er, on behalf of the committee we 
would like to welcome you here this morning, 
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STATEMENT OF R. R. BARTELSMEYER, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 


ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS, CHIEF ENGINEER, 
ILLINOIS STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT; ACCOMPANIED BY 
AASHO LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE MEMBERS: DAVID H. STEVENS, 
COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS FOR MAINE; REX M. WHITTON, 
CHIEF ENGINEER OF MISSOURI; D. C. GREER, STATE HIGHWAY 
ENGINEER OF TEXAS; W. A. BUGGE, DIRECTOR OF HIGHWAYS 
FOR WASHINGTON; AND C. C. McMILLAN, CHIEF HIGHWAY COM. 
MISSIONER FOR SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Barrevsmeyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Gray and 
members of the committee. 

My name is R. R. Bartelsmeyer, chief engineer of the Illinois State 
pio dag Department, and I have the honor of appearing here today 
e Pies ‘i th president of the American Association of State Highway 

cials. 

I am very  yacan to have the privilege of appearing before this 
committee and reporting on the stewardship of the State highway 
departments in carrying out the gigantic responsibility given to them 
by the Con to build the Hua) authorized under the enlarged and 
accelerated Federal-aid road program. 

Congress has seen fit to give this responsibility to the State high- 
way departments since the beginning of Federal road aid in 1916. 
We have strived to deserve that confidence and our historic partner- 
ship of over 40 years with the Bureau of Public Roads has proved 
to be very effective in building roads and is in the public interest. 
The highway departments eagerly accepted the challenge, responsibil- 
ity, and opportunity for public service that was afforded by the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

We are happy to have the opportunity to comment on H.R. 5950 
and other matters related to the highway program. 

It is our policy for the chief administrative officers of all of the 
State highway departments to develop and adopt a national legislative 
policy statement that guides our legislative committee in preparing 
testimony to be presented to the Congress. We do this in order to 
save your time and so we mys f be able to give you the State’s view- 
pep in a single report. It obviates the need for all of the highway 

epartments appearing before your committee. 

e full text of the policy statement as adopted at the annual meet- 
ing at San Francisco on November 30, 1958, is as follows: 

The administration and construction of the Federal-aid highway programs 
should continue to be the historic responsibility of the State highway depart- 
ment-Federal Bureau of Public Roads partnership that has proven to be 80 
effective and in the public interest. 

Adequate financing for the current enlarged Federal-aid highway program 
should be provided so that the expressed intent of Congress to continue the 
ABC Federal-aid highway program and to construct the National System of 
Interstate and Defense Highways within the prescribed time will have meaning 
and will give support to the assurances of an accelerated and continuing pro- 
gram by the Congress, that was the basis for the highway departments and the 
highway industry organizing and enlarging to handle the program. 

The State highway departments endorse the interstate program time schedule 
as provided in the act of 1956 and reassures the Congress of their ability to 


efficiently construct the program on the basis of that schedule as well as warn- 
ing of the economic impact of a drastic cutback or drawout in the program. 
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Upon completion of a Federal-aid highway project, and in conformance with 
jong-established practice, the State should have sole responsibility at State 
expense of maintaining, policing, and operating the facility. 

The matter of developing highway design standards and highway signing and 
traffic control methods for the Federal-aid highway systems is engineering and 
technical in nature and should not be established by Federal legislation, but 
handled jointly by the State highway departments and the Bureau of Public 

oads. 

P It is of the utmost importance that the construction program be kept in balance 
for the various Federal-aid systems involved. Authorizations for primary and 
secondary systems and urban extensions should provide annual incremental 
increases for each category and in an amount that the Congress deems justifiable 
in view of the need and of the total Federal funds available for highway purposes. 

The association agrees with the provisions of section 102(a) of the Highway 
Act of 1956 as they relate to the percentage distribution of funds to the primary 
and secondary systems and urban extensions and as to the transfer provisions 
provided between these systems as set forth in section 102(c), as well as the 
established matching ratios and participation by the States. 

The association endorses the Interstate System design standards as developed 
and adopted by the State highway departments and as approved by the Secretary 
of Commerce on July 17, 1956, in accordance with law. The control-of-access 
concept, as provided in the standards, is of the utmost importance in protecting 
the large investment being made in the Interstate System and in realizing the 
maximum efficiency, comfort, and safety for the public in that system. 

The association endorses periodic interstate System estimates as an equitable 
and proper basis for the apportioning of Federal funds to the several States 
to achieve simultaneous construction and completion of the Interstate System 
in all States to adequate standards. 

Apportionments in the full amounts of the congressional authorizations for 
all Federal domain roads should be made and utilized, and such funds should 
not come from the highway trust fund. 

The association vigorously opposes the use of any trust fund moneys for any 
purpose other than to pay the cost of operating the Bureau of Public Roads and 
for building highways. 

Adding mileage to the Interstate System at this time would result in the 
delay of the completion of transcontinental routes and would extend the pro- 
gram over a longer period of time. 

There should be no extension of section 115 of the Highway Act of 1956 
whereby the Federal determination of wage rates would be extended to projects 
on other road systems, nor should there be legislation to provide additional 
Federal control or jurisdiction over wages paid on Interstate System projects. 


To sum it up, it covers these principal items: It gives full endorse- 
ment of the interstate program schedule in accordance with the 1956 
act and adequate financing provisions to carry it out as provided 
therein ; it endorses the practice that highway maintenance and opera- 
tions should remain the sole responsibility of the States; it endorses 
the provision that design standards and traffic control should not be 
handled by specific legislation, but should be done administratively by 
the States and the Bureau of Public Roads. 

It also requests that adequate ABC funds should be provided for. 
It reaffirms and endorses the present interstate Highway System de- 
sign standards, including the control-of-access concept. 

t endorses periodic Interstate System needs estimates as an equi- 
table and proper basis for apportioning funds. It also opposes add- 
ing mileage to the Interstate System at this time. It also opposes 
the extension of the Davis-Bacon Act, providing for Federal deter. 
mination of wages to others than the Interstate System. _- 

That briefly gives you the main and salient points of the policy 
statement. 

We know that solving the money problem is not the primary re- 
sponsibility of the Public Works Committee. However, we realize 
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that you are all vitally interested in the matter and that finding the 
means of keeping the interstate program on schedule is the major 
road problem facing the Congress this year. 

You will note that the major concern in the minds of the people 
heading the State highway departments is the possibility of an 
an hy in the interstate program. The States, as well as the 
entire highway construction industry, have geared up to build the 
Interstate System in accordance with the statement of intent of the 
Congress and the schedule given in section 108(a) of the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1956, and in section 108(b), where no interrup- 
tion is indicated in the authorizations listed for the entire interstate 


m. 
F i the program is to continue on schedule, the time for the 1961 
fiscal year interstate apportionments is only 2 months away and if 
there is no action by the Congress during this first session, an in- 
terruption is the inevitable result. 

A public announcement has been made by the Bureau of Public 
Roads that there will be no apportionment of 1961 fiscal year inter- 
state funds and only a token apportionment of $500 million for 1962, 
unless some legislation is enacted to provide the necessary funds, 
If there is no legislative action and an interruption occurs, when the 
program is resumed in 1963 it will be only two-thirds the size of the 
current 1960 fiscal year interstate program. 

The program is set up where the Federal-aid funds for the ABC 
systems are taken from the trust fund first, with the remainder going 
to the interstate program. We heartily concur in this concept. Con- 
sideration must be given by Congress to all the Federal-aid system 
needs, and you are doing this. 

We wish to outline that the basic reasons for the current financial 
difficulty are as follows: 

1. Title I and title II of the Federal-Aid ap jedi Act of 1956 
a nace a tight balance between the total sum of money in the trust 

und and the estimated cost of the work authorized in title I for 
the total construction period, but the two are out of balance radically 
on a year-by-year basis. 

2. Section 209(g¢) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, which 
is the so-called Humphrey-Byrd amendment, limits the annual ap- 
portionments to the ability of the trust fund to retire commitments, 
or it puts the program on a pay-as-you-go basis, which means that 
for 8 or 10 years of the program, the full amount of the interstate 
authorizations cannot be apportioned. 

The disparity between the income and the authorizations of the 
act of 1956 and the effect of the section 209(g) amendment would 
have caused the 1960 fiscal year interstate apportionment to be in 
the neighborhood of $1.5 billion instead of the $2.2 billion that was 
ori inally authorized. 

n the act of 1958, Congress increased the interstate apportionment 
in 1959 from $2 billion to $2.2 billion and increased the authorization 
for 1960 to $2.5 billion, which was a billion more than was available 
in the trust fund, and approved in addition a special program known 
as the D program of $400 million. 

The 1958 act also set the 209(g¢) Humphrey-Byrd amendment aside 
for the 1959 and 1960 fiscal years, which allowed the full apportion- 
ment to be made under section 209 (d) of the act of 1956, which pro- 
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vided for repayable advances from the general fund, to cover the trust 
fund deficit. Section 209(f) (2), however, provides that repayable 
advances must be repaid to the general fund as soon as moneys are 
available in the trust fund. This then requires that the money pro- 
vided by setting the Humphrey-Byrd amendment aside, must be 
repaid from the trust fund to the Treasury before any further ap- 
portionments can be made on the Interstate System to the States. 

As a result of stepping up the authorizations in 1958, most of the 
limited funds that would have been available in the trust fund for 
the 1961 and 1962 fiscal years for the interstate apportionments, have 
already been apportioned to the States and are being used for road- 
building. 

The a Fedeal financial difficulty facing us is caused directly 
by the fundamental disparity in the act of 1956 between the annual 
income of the trust fund and the authorizations scheduled for the 
orderly construction of the Interstate System, the controlling limita- 
tions of the Humphrey-Byrd amendment, and because the Congress 
in 1958, in its good judgment, increased apportionments in the 1959 
and 1960 fiscal years. 

The basic financial problem has nothing to do with the increase 
of the 1958 estimate of cost of the Interstate System over that of 
1954, which was used as the basis for drafting title II of the act of 
1956. 

Mr. Tallamy gave you this information in considerably more detail 
yesterday. 

The thing worrying the State highway departments is that, with 
the time for the 1961 apportionments only 2 months away, they need 
to know what is going to happen, inasmuch as it takes time to turn 
a big program on and off in an orderly manner, especially where a 
large organization is involved and where commitments, well in 
advance, must be made to people and businesses that have to be re- 
located in the acquisition of right-of-way, and where long-term 
commitments must be made to cooperating local governments, espe- 
cially where complicated highway facilities are being planned in 
metropolitan areas. 

We are assuming that there is no support for an interruption in 
the program on the eae of any member of this committee. We have 
gathered substantial information from the State highway depart- 
ments as to the impact on them if they were forced to stop awarding 
further contracts on the Interstate System, as the result of no 1961 
apportionment being made this year. 

e find that the State of Ohio had anticipated that the 1961 fiscal 
year funds would be forthcoming on schedule, and has advanced its 
own State funds to cover contracts already awarded, and has therefore 
reached a point of no further contracts until additional Federal funds 
are apportioned. 

We expect that on or about July 1, 1959, California, Connecticut, 
New York, and Vermont will likely reach the point of no further 
contracts. In fact, California at this moment is having to make 
arrangements for an orderly retrenchment to lessen the adverse effect 
of a possible interruption, since there is no guarantee at this time that 
the necessary funds to continue the program are forthcoming. 
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We expect that by January 1, 1960, by the end of this calendar 
year, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Maine, Matyi Massa- 
chusetts, Missouri, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carolina, West Virginia, 
and Wyoming will have reached that point. 

I might say that some of the States in that category will be out of 
money well before the end of the year. 

By July 1, 1960, a little more than a year from now, we expect that 
added to the list will be Colorado, District of Columbia, Georgia, In- 
diana, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Jersey, North 
Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, and Wis- 
consin. 

All in all, 37 States will, presumably, have stopped awarding inter- 
state contracts before the next apportioning period, a year from now. 

Our poll also shows that if no apportionment is made for 1961, it 
will have a very decided effect on the technical personnel of the State 
highway department organizations, to the point that 32 of them will 
probably have to dismiss engineering and technical personnel re- 
cruited and trained for the enlarged workload. Only two States ad- 
vise that they have the State funds to continue the employment of 
such personnel-on the State’s payrolls in order to retain them for 
the time that the program would be resumed. The balance of the 
State highway departments use consulting engineers to a great degree 
in handling additional workload caused by the interstate program, 
and in this case, the adverse economic impact would be directly on 
the private engineering organizations. 

We find further from the State highway departments, that after 
the program would be resumed it would take approximately 1 year 
to get the wheels to rolling again and get back on schedule. In other 
words, a 2-year interruption in 1961 and 1962 fiscal years would 
actually result in an effective 3-year delay in completing the Inter- 
state Highway System. 

I believe at this point that it would be interesting to the committee, 
since we are talking about economic impacts of any interruption in 
the program, to give information on the relative size of State high- 
way construction programs and their growths for the past 10 years. 
The figures shown are the total for all of the construction contracts 
for calendar years in billions of dollars: 


Contracts Contracts 
Twutal con- | Total Fed-| financed Total con- | Total Fed-| financed 
Date tracts all | eral funds wholly Date tracts all | eral funds wholly 
funds involved | with State funds involved | with State 
funds funds 
Blan $4. 055 $2. 564 $0. 506 || 1952.......... $1. 696 $0. 518 $0. 742 
3. 1. 659 1. 384 430 
ae 2. 762 1. 006 - 981 |} 1060.......... 1. 515 . 437 642 
2. 610 . 697 1. 187 . 368 463 
1954.......--- 2. . 667 1. 069 
2. 316 . 554 1. 283 23. 206 8. 900 8. 455 


As you can see, the total of all the contracts has increased from 
approximately $1.1 billion in 1949 to more than $4 billion in 1958, 

ndications are that the construction contracts awarded for the 
1959 calendar year will be a4 eG $5 billion, of which ap- 
proximately $3.1 billion will be Federal funds. 
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The difference between the total in column 1 and the sum of the 
totals of columns 2 and 3, give the State funds used in matching 
Federal-aid during the 10-year period. You will note that in the last 
3 or 4 years there has been a gradual decrease in the construction 
contracts financed wholly with State funds. This is, of course, due 
to the fact that more State funds are going into matching increased 
Federal aid, into administration and engineering, and into mainten- 


ce. 
The cost of maintaining and sangre, fers bey has increased over 
the years very much in proportion to the cost of constructing them. 
We note, however, that in the last 214 years there has been a leveling 
off in the cost of building highways. Based on the year 1935, as the 
index of 100, the present-day maintenance cost index is 287 and the 
construction cost index is 213. 

As you remember, when the program was set up, the States ac- 
cepted the responsibility of maintaining, operating, and patrolling 
the Interstate System at wholly State expense. Expenditures for 
these purposes go on and on for as long as the road lasts. We would 
like to give some nap tpn figures, for your information, as to what 
these expenses oo t be expected to run on the Interstate Highways. 
Rural sections will run from $4,000 to $6,000 a mile per year for 
maintenance, with snow removal and ice control running up to a 
thousand dollars a mile a year additional, or more, when such condi- 
tions are encountered. 

We find that the cost of operating, maintaining, and lighting com- 
plex urban sections, including necessary snow removal aad ice control 
where required, is in the neghborhood of $12,000 to $20,000 per mile 

r year. 
york you know, the planning and designing of these modern facilities 
is a specialized engineering art. Maintaining and operating them 
is also very specialized. ‘Traffic and workmen must be protected at 
all times and travel kept moving as efficiently and safely as is 
humanly possible under all conditions, and such operations are 
expensive. 

Another startling bit of information that we believe the committee 
will find interesting in gaging the size of the progress and evaluatin 
the impact of a work stoppage is that the total of all Federal-ai 
highway apportionments from 1916, when Federal road aid was 
started, through 1956, is approximately $9.495 billion, whereas the 
apportionments made the first 4 years of the enlarged highway pro- 
ery for the years 1957 through 1960 is $11.250 billion. Those are 

] year figures. 

In other words, there has been more money put into roads at the 
Federal level in the first 4 years of the big road program than there 
was at the previous 40 years. The totals do not include the funds 
going into public domain roads, but they are very minor in com- 
parison to the regular funds apportioned to the States. 

To show you again as to the way the highway departments have 

red up to do the job, and are doing the job, we give you the 
ollowing figures as to the total amount of Federal-aid highway work 
underway on March 31, 1958, as against March 31, 1959. They are 
as follows and represent billions of dollars. Those figures will show 
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you that the increase is from $5.186 billion to $7.185 billion, or that 
amounts to a $2 billion increase. 


Total Federal Total | Federal 
funds funds funds funds 


The Bureau of Public Roads predicts that by the end of this July, 
when the current construction season is in full swing, the total Federal- 
aid highway work underway will swell to $8 billion plus with $6 billion 
being Federal funds. In other words, we have reached the top of our 
gearup and leveled off on our highway program activity just when we 
must have national legislation or face an interruption in the interstate 
program, and then when it would be resumed, it would be only at two- 
thirds of the current rate. 

You will note that the total amount of Federal-aid work underway 
is in excess of the total contracts estimated to be awarded in the 1959 
calendar year. This means, of course, that there is always more 
be underway at a given time than is awarded during a single-year 

riod. 

We would like to give some more interesting information to the 
committee regarding saad and future travel to also enhance your 
perspective of our highway needs, to further support no interruption 
in the program. 

During the next 18 years it is expected—and we have every reason 
to believe that the prediction is a sound one—that there will be more 
highway travel in the United States in terms of vehicle miles than there 
has been since the beginning of the century, through the year of 1958. 

In reporting on the progress of the highway departments, we would 
like to give the following information as to the status of the several 
State highway departments in obligating their Federal-aid funds as of 
March 31, 1959. 

Our statistics show that the States, compositely, had obligated 97 
percent of their 1959 fiscal year funds for the Interstate System, 
whereas only 75 percent of the 1959 fiscal year had actually elapsed. 
Eighteen States were using 1960 Federal-aid funds; in fact, one of 
them had already started advancing its own funds for the 1961 funds, 
Six States were still utilizing 1958 funds, which, by legislation, are 
actually available for obligation for over a year longer. 

As to the ABC systems, the national average for committing funds 
was 84 percent of the 1959 fiscal year funds, whereas only 75 percent 
of the 1959 fiscal year had expired; 16 States were using 1960 funds 
and only 3 States were utilizing 1958 funds, which are, as in the case 
of the Interstate System, still available for obligation for over a year. 
The program is also ahead of schedule and proceeding extremely well. 

The State highway departments have been encouraged, officially, to 
speed up the program and keep obligations current with or ahead of 
apportionments. In heeding this command, we have made the adverse 
effect of a work stoppage more severe, if one were to occur. 

In addition to staying ahead of schedule on the interstate and ABC 
programs, the States enthusiastically took on the job of handling the 
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$400 million D program authorized by the Congress in 1958. This 
program was also handled on schedule, and enhanced by the flexibility 
provided in the legislation ; it served a very useful purpose in improv- 
ing roads where need existed, regardless of system. The States were 
able to improve 12,000 miles of roads and bridges to the point that 
they will give vastly improved service and take care of some of the 
more critical needs of the States, while the States work on the inter- 
state network, and also this is being done without neglecting their 
other highway systems. 

We believe that the State highway departments have definitely 
proved that in case there is ever a need for a national program to 

rnish emergency employment, an increased highway program, han- 
died by the State highway departments, is a proper and highly satis- 
factory method of accomplishing the objective; and in so doing, the 

ublic interest would be doubly served in that it will also provide for 
badly needed roads. 

In referring directly to H.R. 5950, we concur in the proposals in 
that bill. We note also that Mr. Baldwin of the committee has also 
introduced legislation to make the 1958 cost estimate the basis of 
apportioning the 1962 fiscal year interstate funds. We suggest lan- 
guage be added to include the additional 1,000 miles of interstate high- 
ways added by section 108(1) of the act of 1956, in the next estimate 
of cost for the Interstate System. 

We presume that H.R. 5950 is intended as an interim proposal to 
avert an interruption in the interstate program and await 1961, when 
the AASHO test road results are ready, the next interstate cost esti- 
mate is presented, and the fiscal report of the section 210, Study on 
Cost T iochtion: is submitted by the Commerce Department to the 
Congress in accordance with the acts of 1956 and 1958, when the Con- 
gress would work out a solution for financing the completion of the 
program. 

We agree that the 1958 interstate cost estimate is good and adequate 
for the purpose of apportioning the interstate 1962 funds, and should 
there be any small inequity involved, it will be corrected automatically 
by successive estimates so the work can be completed and financed 
simultaneously in all of the States. The fact that we have been getting 
our interstate work for about 5 percent under our 1958 cost estimate 
indicates that we have reached a stability point in the estimate and 
the 5 percent figure is extremely fine estimating accuracy. 

We would like to advise the committee that we Maes endorse the 
proposed legislation by Mr. Cramer of the committee to increase the 
advance acquisition time of right-of-way from 5 to 7 years, and hope 
we have better luck getting it enacted into effective legislation than 
we did last year, when it was repealed automatically when the recodi- 
fication of highway laws was signed by the President only a few days 
fhe the right-of-way acquisition time limit was 
si 

Ve hope it is the will of Congress, in its good judgment, to take 
whatever action is necessary to add substance to its declared intent 
to build the Interstate System as rapidly as possible and without 
interruption. We hope that soon it will be possible for Federal 
legislative language to be enacted that will direct the Secretary of 
Commerce to make the Federal road apportionments on schedule, and 


) 
| 
‘ 
= 
1 
> 
ly 
3. 
e 
s 
it i 
s 
e 
l. 
0 
rf 
: 


44 HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 


in an annual amount of at least $2.5 billion a year for the Interstate 
System until completed. 

We make no suggestions or recommendations as to how the Con- 
gress should finance the program. We feel that we are especially 
qualified to tell the Congress of the Nation’s highways needs and to 
counsel with the Congress on engineering matters, but advising on 
financing at the Federal level, we believe, is neither our specialty nor 
our prerogative. We recognize that Congress must give considera- 
tion to the total financing needs of the Federal Government and that 
poe sare me part of the overall picture. 

r. Scuerer. May I interrupt a moment? 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerer. You understand, however, Mr. Bartelsmeyer, that 
that is the real and only problem we are facing—the one on which 
your association says it will make no recommendation—namely, 
financing. 

Mr. BarreLsMEYER. Yes, we—— 

Mr. Scuerer. All of us agree, as you said, that we want this pro- 
gram to go ahead uninterrupted, and that we want to replenish the 
trust fund so that the apportionments can be made as you suggest, 
but the real crux of the problem, of course, which is not facing this 
committee primarily, as I point out, but which is facing the Ways 
and Means Committee—although it is the responsibility of all of 
us—is how we are going to replenish the trust fund. 

I really wish your association, with the position it occupies and 
its reputation, would have made some recommendation on this, which 
is really the only crucial) issue that we are facing. 

Mr. BARTELeMEYER. Yes, that has been the decision of our group, 
and that will be the way we have to testify. 

Mr. Scuwencer. Will the gentleman yield 

Mr. Scuerer. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwencen. Do you recommend an increase in taxes sometime! 

Mr. Barrersmeyrr. I don’t believe I am qualified to answer that, 
Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scrrwencer. We need more money, and it seems somebody else 
besides the Uanigres ought to take the responsibility of saying so. 

Mr. Fatuon. If the gentleman will yield, I would think that the 
mechanics of this legislation will probably be accomplished as we 
handled it before. We will pass an authorization bill here in the 
Public Works Committee, and when the amount of the authorization 
is known to the Ways and Means Committee, they will pass the 
necessary revenue legislation and send it back to our committee. Such 
revenue provisions will then be incorporated as title 2 of the bill (H.R. 
5950). When that is known—as has been my experience in the past— 
it is up to interested organizations either to support it or be against 
it. I think that is the way it was done in the past. When the bill came 
before the House for final passage we received the support of all of 
the organizations that are interested in good roads and safety. 

Mr. Brown. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. I want to commend the organization and the witness 
for the position they have taken. I think it is clearly stated that you 
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are telling us the needs and goals we are to reach, and you are saying 
to us in effect, “This is what we need and this is what is advisable. 
Take as big a bite of it as you can and do the best you can.” \ 

But you have given us something to shoot at and I commend this 
organization for that. 

r. Patton. You may proceed. 

Mr. BarTELSMEYER. We would like to call your attention to another 
matter that is very important to the program, that is the determina- 
tion of highway bridge clearances over navigable waterways. This 
is especially important since the interstate program is moving ahead 
on schedule, and so many major structures are involved. e are 
entirely sympathetic with te a reasonable and adequate clear- 
ances for navigation at highway expense, but we feel that we are not 
justified in spending highway funds for excessive clearances. 

To provide the maximum public benefit and safety, it will be neces- 
to construct a minimum of movable 7 we that would interrupt 
and high-density travel on the Interstate System. 
W rst recognized this problem in 1950, when we objected to the 
unreasonable clearances that were demanded by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, which evidently were based on conjectural ultraoptimistic 
future waterway needs without regard to the cost to the highway user 
and required at no cost to the waterway user. We have no disagree- 
ment whatsoever where high clearance requirements might be dictated 
by national defense needs. _intee 

Senator Case of South Dakota has introduced S. 1126, which is a 
bill that was developed by interagency cooperation of the several 
Federal agencies taviived after being initiated by the highway depart- 
ments. The bill would base the clearance upon a study of needs and 
costs to the various forms of transportation involved. As we say, 
this is important now because of the stage of development of the 
Interstate System, and presuming that the proposed legislation will 
come to the attention of your committee, we would hope that it would 
have your favorable action. We believe Federal legislation is needed 
in this area. 

We would like to sum up our statement by saying that with cur- 
rent Federal road legislation, and provided nothing is done to change 
the picture in this session of Congress, there will be an interruption in 
the interstate highway program. 

We believe the same justifications exist now that existed in 1956 for 
the program, these being: defense needs, improved roads to insure a 
continuing expending economy, and the need for improved safety in 
highway travel. 

e now have another strong justification for continuing the pro- 

m, and’ that being, there would be a very real adverse economic 
impact, not only on the highway departments and on the entire 
construction industry, but on the entire Nation. The ramifications 
would be too numerous to analyze if this vitally needed and mam- 
moth program were to be interrupted. Many projects would be left in 
a partial stage of completion for a considerable time. In many of the 
eo urban areas, particularly, a chaotic condition would exist. 

e Clay committee report, based on the 1954 estimate of highway 
needs, sets out that the 10-year requirement on the ABC Federal-aid 
systems in 1954 was $45 billion, and increasing this figure to present- 

41436594 


sa 
hi 


8 

| 

| 

t 
h 
q 

| 
| 
Ds | 

se 
t, | 
he 4 
ve 

he 

on 
he 
ch 
R. 
ne 
of 
ou 
“4 


46 HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 


day costs, it would be $50 billion, or we would have to spend $5 billion 
a year to catch up on the ABC needs. Weare not proposing that any 
of the indicated deficit isa Federal responsibility. 

If we were to continue the interstate program at the current $2.5 
billion Federal-aid figure, the total expenditure would be $2.8 billion 
a year, or a total construction activity on the Federal-aid systems of 
$7.8 billion a year, whereas we actually expect to do a total of $5 
billion in construction in 1959. This indicates that with no interrup- 
tion in the program, we are not quite closing the gap between thigh. 
way needs” and “available adequate highway facilities.” We cannot 
afford a delay in getting the new authorized roads in use. 

I am accompanied here today by the other members of the legisla- 
tive subcommittee of the American Association of State Highway 
Officials. These are: Mr. David Stevens, chairman of the State High- 
way Commission of Maine, and first vice president of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials; and past preeadenta Mr. C. R, 
McMillan, chief highway commissioner of South Carolina; Mr. W. A. 
Bugge, director of highways of the State of Washington; Mr. Rex M. 
Whitton, chief engineer of Missouri, and Mr. D. C. Greer, State 
highway engineer of Texas. All of these men have years of experi- 
in the highway field and have appeared before this committee in 
the past. 

is addition to the legislative subcommittee members, we also have 

resent and representing various States, Mr. J. W. Vickrey, Mr. 
Robert Reed of California, Mr. Ralph Davis and Mr. Wilbur Jones 
of Florida, as well as Mr. E.S. Preston of Ohio. __ 

If you have any questions you would like to direct to me or any of 
a gentlemen accompanying me, we would be most happy to answer 
them. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kivezynsxt. Mr. Chairman. 

- Mr. Fation. Mr. Kluczynski. 

Mr. Kivezynsxt. I want to compliment Mr. Bartelsmeyer, the chief 
engineer from the great State of tinsis for the splendid statement 
he has made here. r. Bartelsmeyer is also the president of the Ameri- 
can Association of State Highway Officials, who have done so much 
for the road program. I am very happy to see you say in your state- 
ment you make no recommendations as to how to get money. 

Of course you could answer that question, if you wanted to stick your 
neck out, by saying it is easy to raise gasoline tax money. It isa 
—— matter to raise about $3 billion a year and put in that trust 

und. 

Mr. Scuerer. What? 

Mr. Kuvczynsxt. $3 billion. It is easy. All you have to do is 
take all of the tax money on your oil, gas, tires, and batteries and ac- 
cessories and put it in the road fund instead of sprinkling that money 
all over the world. 

Mr. Scurrer. It is simpler to take it out of the general fund and use 
deficit financing. 

Mr. Kuvuczynsxt. It has no business being in the general fund. It 
belongs to the road fund. That is what we are paying the taxes for. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Bartelsmeyer, you mentioned the names of the 
gentlemen accompanying you here today who are former presidents 
and officers of the American Association of State Highway Officials. 
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This committee has on many occasions sought the advice and has had 
the benefit of their vast knowledge in the road building field. We ay- 

reciate their interest in coming here today, as well as you, Mr. 
iitieiens er. If there are any other highway officials who would 
like to make a statement or submit anything for the record, the com- 
mittee would be delighted to hear them. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Bartelsmeyer for a very splendid state- 
ment. The committee does appreciate your appearance here, along 
with your colleagues, and appreciates the information and the time that 
has always been given to us y your organization. 

Mr. Barrersmeyer. Thank you. ‘ 

Mr. Cramer, May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman! 

Mr. Fauion. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. Mr, Bartelameyer, one factor that was not presented, 
and it may be too imponderable to present, is what would be your 
estimate of the added additional cost that would result from the stop- 

ge or slowdown over the 3-year period you suggested, which woul 
result from the present financing problem t 

Mr. BartrevtsMEYER. I do not believe we have put that into a dollars 
and cents figure but it would be a tremendous loss in many ways and 
it would certainly go much further than just the loss to the highway 

rogram. 
P"Mr. Cramer. Could you provide that information for the record! 

Mr. We will. 

Mr. Cramer. So that we can have a dollar loss figure in the record. 

Mr. We will do that. 

Mr. Cramer. Secondly, is there any way the States, in administerin 
this program, can tighten their belts with regard to width of right-of- 
way and with regard to expressways going hasan urban areas rather 
than using circumferential routes, which it was my understanding was 
the initial intent of the highway legislation on the Interstate System, 
namely, that the areas with large population and congested areas are 
to be avoided. It appears that in many States the expressways are 
going right through the major metropolitan areas rather than going 
around them. 

In other words, is there any way the State roads departments can 
tighten their belts in administering this Interstate System and cut 
down the costs? 

Mr. Barretsmeyer. I believe that the cooperative endeavors of the 
States and the Bureau of Public Roads are utilized to look into every 
one of those cases so as to build the highway where it does the most 
people the most good at the lowest cost, and certainly the endeavor 
should be to build it as economically as possible in all instances. 

Mr, Cramer. We all know the demand politically is usually pretty 
heavy by the city merchants to have the road go through the city rather 
than go around it with feeder roads coming into the city. It seems 
to me one of the largest items of expense involved in this program 
is the program of expressways going through the urban areas. Is it 
at ary that is gobbling up a lot of Federal-aid money from our 
States ¢ 

Mr. Scuerer. That is where the traffic is, Mr. Cramer. That is 
where your bottlenecks are. 

Mr. Cramer. That is what I am talking about. 
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Mr. Bartersmeyer. It is all on the basis of need. If the need is 
in the urban areas of the State that is where a substantial percent of 
the funds would be spent. 

Mr. Biatnrx. Will the gentleman yield on that point? The Federal 
act spells out and directs, both, the Federal Bureau of Public Roads 
to pass on to the State highway officials the concept that equal con- 
sideration as far as practicable be given to local needs. So the choice 
is not left up to the State officials. The Federal act spells it out. 

Mr. Cramer. I appreciate the Federal act is somewhat controlling 
but I also appreciate it is seldom that the Federal Bureau of Public 
Roads overrides what the State officials want, It seems to me some of 
this planning of roads through the center of cities that are heavily 
populated although they are located out in the desert somewhere does 
not make much sense when the cost of right-of-way, and so forth, is 
SO excessive. 

It is my understanding that in the urban areas you would have cir- 
cumferential routes rather than go through the center of cities, with 
adequate feeder roads, obviously, to provide a way for traffic to go 
in and out of the city. 

As far as the right-of-way bill is concerned, it passed the House and 
we hope to get in through the Senate in the near future. 

Mr. Scuerer. You are not acquiescing in Mr. Cramer’s statement 
that you are going to build the Interstate System and the expressways 
around the large urban areas, are you Mr. Bartelemeyert 

Mr. No. 

Mr. Scuerer. Your association has not changed its policy, has it? 

Mr. No. 

Mr. Scuerer. Your association recognizes that the greatest bottle- 
necks are right outside the wily cities, from 15 miles out to the heart 
of the big cities. Is that right? 

Mr. Barretsmeyer. That isright. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. And it is necessary, therefore, if we are going to do 
anything with this Interstate System, to continue to build the express- 
ways and the Interstate System right through the big cities if we are 
really going to relieve traffic. 

Mr. Barretsmeyrer. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. If the gentleman will yield, mine is not a statement 
as to what you should do, but my question was directed as to whether 
adequate consideration was being given to the alternatives in compari- 
son to the costs involved. R 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Is it my understanding that the American Association 
of State Highway Officials are of the opinion that the Davis- 
Bacon Act as it applied to the highway program has worked out 
satisfactorily ? 

Mr. Barretsmerer. It now applies only to the Interstate System 
program contracts. 

r. Mack. Yes. 
Roark BarrecsMEYeErR. And we believe it is working satisfactorily. 
es. 

Mr. Mack. If this legislation is enacted and more money is provided 
for the Interstate System program, are most of the States in a position 
to provide the 10 percent matching funds? 
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Mr. Barrersmeyer. It is my understanding that there are no States 
that would be unable to provide the increase in interstate funds if it 
is made available. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Mr. Bartelsmeyer. 

Mr. Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Blatnik. 

Mr. Buiarnix. Further exploring the area that the gentleman from 
Florida opened up, and I think it is a good one, on the possibility 
of tightening the operation up at the local level, you state on page 10 
of your ern statement, at the top of the page in the first 
paragraph : 

The same justifications exist now that existed in 1956 for the program, these 
being: defense needs— 
and you cite the others, namely, 


improved roads to insure a continuing expanding economy, and the need for im- 
proved safety in highway travel. 

I know you cannot, and I am not advising that you make a recom- 
mendation on how to finance the current deficit, but can you give us 
some estimate of the total cost involved because of the defense require- 
ments of the Interstate System, if you have to raise the design stand- 
ards to the point where the maximum road becomes a minimum. 

Do you design the road structure to carry the largest truck that is 
legally permitted on the Interstate System or do you have to over- 
build in order to accommodate, in case of emergency, the largest 
military vehicles? What part of the cost if any would be attributed 
primarily to the defense aspects of the road program! 

Mr, Barrecsmeyer. Mr. Blatnik, I have no knowledge of what that 
cost might be, but we will check into it and furnish it for the record 
if it can be assessed. 

Mr. Buiarnrx. I would appreciate that, because I would be very 
interested in knowing. The reason why I ask that question is if that 
is a defense cost it very probably belongs as a part of the responsibility 
of our defense system and should be taken care of by defense expendi- 
tures, and at least that portion of the cost of the Interstate System 
ought to come from the general Treasury revenues and not be entirely 
shouldered by the general highway users. 

We do not ask the operators of private airplanes to finance the 
building of military air bases around the country. Why should we 
ask the highway users here to finance at least Some share if not a 
substantial share of the cost of highways to accommodate the defense 
needs of the highway system. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Scuwence.. Yes. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scuwenert. First I would like to say, Mr. Bartelsmeyer, as 
a neighbor of yours I can appreciate your coming before the com- 
mittee and I want to state to the committee also that our relationship 
has always been very fine in dealing with Illinois. I have a question 
rélative to the American Association of State Highway Officials tests. 

As a citizen and president of the ansbciation am sure you have 

very close to what is going on there. I would like to ask you 
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first if it is 1g. ti now that there will be some new ideas on ways 
and means to finance the cost of building this highway on a more 
equitable basis with a fairer cost assignment to different groups who 
use the highways? 

Mr. Barrecsmeyer. Well, I would like to report that the test is 
proceeding; test vehicles have been operating since last fall, and the 
information is being disseminated by the staff and, of course, no con- 
clusions are going to be released until the test is completed. 

Mr. Scuweneer. You are not in a position to say whether the in- 
formation you gathered up to now will indicate that we will have to 
have a new or different ways to finance the cost of the highway 
system. 

Mr. BartretsMEYER. No, I am not in a position to say that, although 
that is one of the objectives, or certainly-—— 

Mr. Scuwencet. I think this could be very important as we look 
ae future of our whole highway program. Do you agree with 
that 

Mr. BarrersMEYeER. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwencex. Inasmuch as we have this financial problem right 
now, is there anything that we can do legislativewise or that you can 
do as highway officials, that will a | up that report, or advance the 
time for the completion of the report ? 

Mr. Barretsmeyer. No, I do not think there is, Mr. Schwengel. 
Every means available to the administrators of the test road operation 
are being used to keep it on schedule as nearly as possible. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. There is no way to get an earlier report ? 

Mr. Barretsmeyer. No. 

Mr. Scuwancnt, There is no way possible you can see to hurry the 
report 

r. BarretsMEYER. Not that I can detect. 

Mr. Scuwencex. Thank you. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any other questions? If not, thank you 
again, Mr. Bartelsmeyer. 

Mr. Barrersmeyer. Mr. Chairman, I neglected to say that I have 
a statement from Mr. E. S. Preston, director of highways of Ohio 
which I would like to introduce into the record. 

Mr. Fation. You wish to put it in the record? If there is no ob- 
jection it is so ordered. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Everett S. Preston, director of 
highways of the Stafe of Ohio, is as follows:) 


OunI0’s Highway SITUATION 


The State of Ohio probably has a more vital stake in the action of this com- 
mittee and subsequent legislation on the subject than any other State. This is 
true because: 


1. Ohio has built the Federal Interstate System further in advance of 
Federal apportionments than any other State. 

2. Ohio is basically an urban State and new highway construction there 
is extremely expensive. 

8. Due to Ohio’s location, it is a traffic corridor State, and, therefore, must 
coordinate the capacity of its roads with surrounding States. 

4. Ohio is No. 4 in the six States where one-half of the Nation’s automo- 
biles are registered. Auto registrations in Ohio have more than doubled 
in 20 years. 

It may be worthwhile to look briefly at each of these points since they serve 
to point up the problems of many other States. 
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The 108D study estimated that $2,328,440,000 would be needed to complete 
Ohio’s share of the interstate program. Since the beginning of the program, it 
has spent the following amounts: 


$90, 743, 000 
1957_- --- ape 182, 167, 000 
1958 - 211, 436, 000 
1959. 3, 936, 000 

Total_____ 487, 882, 000 


Federal allocations to Ohio to date for interstate construction have been 
$286,800,000. As can be seen, Ohio has spent more than $200 million above 
Federal allocation to date for the construction of the Interstate System. When 
the fiscal year 1960 apportionment of $162,900,000 is made to Ohio, the State will 
still be in the position of having built more of the Interstate Highway System 
than the Federal Government has provided its share of matching funds for. 

This situation of Ohio “loaning” the 90 percent Federal share or interstate 
construction is an authorized part of the 1956 Highway Act. Nine other States 
have also used this authorization but none to the same extent as Ohio. As of 
this moment, Ohio has already spent 98 percent of its fiscal year 1960 interstate 
apportionment and approximately 29 percent of its fiscal year 1961 apportionment. 

ABC program.—During this same time, Ohio has also kept pace with primary 
and secondary road construction and reconstruction and maintenance. There 
are 99,991 miles of roads and streets in Ohio. The State and Federal Gov- 
ernment, however, participates in the responsibility for only 17,119 miles (ex- 
elusive of the interstate and turnpike systems). The total mileage of this 
primary and secondary State and Federal Highway System has remained 
constant for over 20 years: 


Miles 
1958 17, 119 


During this same period of time, motor vehicle registrations in Ohio have more 
than doubled : 


If we were to park this increased number of automobiles in Ohio bumper to 
bumper, it would fill both lanes of a two-lane road 3,750 miles long. This is the 
equivalent of a highway reaching from New York to San Francisco and then 
from San Francisco back to Salt Lake City. 

Neither the quality nor the length of Ohio’s primary and secondary road 
systems is adequate to meet today’s traffic demands according to the State’s 
highway officials. This is true even though only the District of Columbia has 
done a better job than Ohio in using Federal apportionments for the ABC 
system and only Texas equals the Ohio record. 

The passage of H.R. 5950 and subsequent financial legislation is vital to 
Ohio. The continuation of the formula of apportionment, which is aimed toward 
the simultaneous completion of the Interstate System, is also vital to Ohio as 
a traffic hub State. 

Ohio is paying its own way with this new program. This is true not only 
because the State has financed in advance the Federal matching moneys for 
interstate construction, but also because Ohio contributes more Federal auto- 
motive excise taxes than it receives back in apportionments. 

Ohio has also been an example of State responsibility for highway financing. 
The State anticipated the Federal Government by passing a one half billion 
dollar bond issue in 1953, and during the current session of the Ohio General 
Assembly, the necessary revenue measures are being passed to continue optimum 
construction by providing the necessary State matching money. 

One statistic points to Ohio’s major problem in constructing the Interstate 
System. On the national scale, one half of the cost of the 41,000-mile Interstate 
System will be for urban construction, while the other half goes for rural con- 
struction. Yet nationally, only 12 percent of the mileage is urban mileage. 
In Ohio, over 25 percent of the mileage is urban construction. The construction 
of this new highway system in urban areas is complex enough without introduc- 
ing the continuous threat of inadequate Federal financing. 
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Ohio’s overall highway program is predicated upon a continuation of Federal 
aid at the present or higher levels. To put the sections presently constructed 
on a usable basis will require $180 million of construction to fill gaps and 
make adequate connections alone. 

A curtailment or sharp reduction of Federal financing will force equally un- 


desirable alternates, namely, 
(a) The withholding from placing in effective service of $487 million 
already invested in sections of urgently needed heavy traffic interstate routes, 
(b) Force the use of the State’s highway funds to partially alleviate 
this condition with a consequent serious disruption of the State’s normally 
substantial program of projects not eligible for Federal aid in both urban 
and rural area. 

Ohio firmly endorses the passage of H.R. 5950. 

Mr. Farion. Our next witness this morning is Maj. Gen. Louis 
W. Prentiss. General Prentiss, on behalf of the committee I would 
like to welcome you here this morning as we have many times in the 
past, not only for road legislation but when you were a general in 
the Army Engineers you had business with this committee and your 
testimony before the committee has always been very informative. 

I would also like to congratulate your association for the fine job 

ou are doing in advancing this road program. You have lve 
en a great supporter of this committee and I wish on behalf of the 


' committee to welcome you here this morning. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS W. PRENTISS, MAJOR GENERAL, U.S. ARMY 
(RETIRED), EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN ROAD 
BUILDERS ASSOCIATION 


General Prentiss. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Louis W. 
Prentiss and I am the executive vice president of the American Road 
Builders Association, with headquarters in Washington. We are 
a national organization, organized in 1902, with membership repre- 
sentative of the entire highway industry and the highway engineering 

rofession. Our 7,000 members include educators, contractors, manu- 

acturers, materials suppliers, highway officials and engineers, con- 

sulting engineers, and commercial and investment bankers. Our 
major objective is, and always has been, a long-range, balanced, 
soundly financed highway program in the interests of the economic 
development of our country, motoring safety, and the requirements 
of the national defense. : 

We are grateful for the invitation of this committee to testify. 
At this point I want to congratulate you for your fine leadership, 
Mr, Chairman, in the highway program and for the very constructive 
approach you and your committee have always exhibited. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you. 

General Prentiss. We support H.R. 5950 and regard the measure 
as highly significant and essential legislation. We consider it sig- 
nificant because it again offers this Congress an opportunity to restate 
its specific objective of getting this Interstate System program 
completed at the earliest possible time. 

We consider that it is essential because unless this bill is passed 
there will be no way of apportioning the interstate money for 1962 
should the money be made available. We consider it essential, like- 
wise, because we feel it is absolutely essential that the program not 
lose its momentum. 
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» Working together, the States, the Federal Government and the 
highway industry have, in the last 3 years, made excellent ———_ 
ori the greatest construction — in the history of the world. The 
work is now moving forward on a large scale. The consequences of 
reversing that forward progress at this stage would be tragic. 

The members of the committee may recall the lengthy hearings and 
debates which preceded the enactment of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956, which established a 13-year schedule of authorizations 
for the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways run- 
ning through the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969. It. was the ex- 
pressed intent of Congress to complete the construction of the entire 
system “as nearly as practicable” by that date. 

During these lengthy discussions, the question was raised as to 
the capability of the highway industry to execute a program of such 
unprecedented scope. Some felt that the highway industry was not 

ual to the magnitude of the task. The American Road Builders 
Association, because of its broad representation in the highway field, 
was in an excellent position to make studies leading to an evaluation 
of the ability and readiness of the engineering profession and the 
highway industry to plan, design, and execute a long-range program 
to eliminate deficiencies in the Nation’s highways. 

The results of these studies, which became known as the American 
Road Builders Association’s Task Force Reports, proved to be of 

at value in gaging the potentialities of the various se of 
the highway industry. The findings stated that the industry did 
have the potential capacity to accomplish the mission, provided that 
action was preceded by wise advance planning. The record of the 
past three years has demonstrated the accuracy of the task force 
reports, The highway industry, anticipating the increasing demands 
required by the act of 1956, adjusted itself to meet the changing con- 
ditions. This industrywide adjustment of capacity provides an 
excellent example of the value of having a long-range program. 

Mr. Farion. At this point I would like to congratulate your organi- 
zation because the Task Force Report of the American Road Builders 
Association was one of the finest and most informative studies this 
committee had and it came at a time when lots of the people were 
saying it could not be done and that industry could not be geared to 
take care of the program. I want to congratulate your organization 
in that regard. 

- General Prentiss. Thank you. Thank you very much, sir. Expan- 
sion has been orderly because it has been based on a carefully devised 
long-range schedule. 

In the early stages of the interstate and defense program, a large 
proportion of the effort has been concentrated on those things that 
must come first, such as design engineering and right-of-way acqui- 
sition. For that reason, much of the expansion in the last three years 
in the highway industry has been expansion in anticipation of heavier 
future demands, rather than expansion to keep up with orders. 

In this connection, I want to point to the valuable contribution made 
to the acceleration of the program by the consulting engineering pro- 
fession. A recent study indicates that consultants have performed 
nearly 40 percent of the nationwide engineering load. It is evident 
now that a sufficient reserve capacity has been built up by all seg- 
ments of the industry to meet all foreseeable demands. 
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For example, the United States Bureau of Mines reports that the 
capacity of United States cement plants has increased 35 percent 
since the start of 1955, with another 5 percent increase due when 
additions now being built are completed. Against this 40 percent 
increase in capacity we expect only a 23 percent increase in demand 
for all uses of cement. 

In the case of welded wire fabric used for reinforcing mesh in 
pavements, shipments have increased as follows: 


Tons 
1956__ 96, 000 
1957 106, 000 
1958 115, 000 
1959 (estimated) 135, 000 


Yet, industry sources tell us that the estimated shipments in 1959 

represent only about one-half of their total capacity. 

imilarly, the marked increases in the shipments of structural 
steel during the post-Korean war period have not even come close 
to utilizing the present capacity of the steel industry for produci 
structural shapes. Capacity of approximately 7 million tons in 195 
has been increased to 8 million tons, and is scheduled to be increased 
to 8.9 million tons by 1965, with a considerable part of this expansion 
being planned to meet the increased requirements of the highway 

TO: m. 

4 r. Buatnix. At that es Mr, Chairman, I am sorry to inter- 
rupt, but I would like to ask a question. 
r. Mr, Blatnik. 

Mr. Buatnix. Is there still the long delay and waiting period be- 
tween the order for structural] steel for highway use and the actual 
shipment ? 

eneral Prentiss. No, sir. They are being shipped within what 
might be called a normal leadtime. 

Mr. Biatnix. What is considered “normal leadtime” ? 

General Prentiss. Of course, it depends on the complexity of the 
order, but I believe they are getting orders out in somewhere between 
3 and 5 months, whereas before they were delayed from 16 to 21 
months. 

Mr. Buatnik. Yes. 

Mr, Mumma. Will the gentleman yield a minute? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Mumma. Prestressed concrete helped to solve the steel problem, 
did it not? 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir. I am coming to that in my paper. 

Mr. Mumma. Yes. 

General Prentiss. Other uses of steel for highway purposes include 
the fabrication of corrugated metal pipe, structural plate pipe and 
pipe arches, and beam-type guardrail. Since 1956, there has been 
a 20 percent increase in the capacity of producers of corrugated metal 
pipe, 100 percent for structural plate pipe and pipe arches, and 100 

reent for guardrail, and the number of plants producing these 
items has increased from 409 to 504. 

One of the major new industries in the highway field is the pre- 
stressed concrete industry. The first plant went into production in 
1950. By 1953 there were 12 plants, by 1955 some 125 were in opera- 
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tion. By the end of 1957, there were approximately 260 producing 
plants in operation supplying a demand for 8 million square feet 
of prestressed concrete bridges. To say that this industry has ex- 
anded to meet the highway construction demand is perhaps an un- 
erstatement. The highway program was one of the principal 
reasons for the birth of the industry. 

The asphalt situation is a special one, because the production of 
petroleum asphalts can easily be increased without building new 
refineries. It is necessary only to change the refinery processes to in- 
crease the asphalt cuts, or to increase the use of crudes which are 
naturally high in asphalt content. As a general rule, asphalt is a 
byproduct of petroleum refinery operations. There are exceptions to 
the rule, however, as, for exemple, the new Linden, N.J.,' refinery of 
the Cities Service Co., designed to produce asphalt as its principal 
product with gasoline and fuel oil as byproducts. Altogether, it is 
estimated that the asphalt industry is capable of producing 10 times 
the asphalt that is now in demand. 

The American Road Builders’ Association has found that the 
development of capacity of highway contractors has matched that 
of the materials suppliers. A survey conducted for the original task 
force reports showed that highway contractors were working at less 
than half of capacity prior to the beginning of the accelerated na- 
tional highway program. According to our latest survey, just com- 
pleted, contractors were working at only 62 percent of capacity de- 
spite an increase in capacity of $600 million of work a year. It is 
pone that there is impressive reserve capacity among contractors. 

recent report by the Bureau of Public Roads showed an average 
of 6.8 bids per contract on Federal-aid primary system projects, 
with the low bid price averaging 10.1 percent under the engineer 
estimate. The present low cost of highway construction is further 
reflected by the Bureau of Public Roads’ index of average bid prices 
for Federal-aid highway construction. The index shows that current 
prices are actually only 0.3 percent higher now than they were a 
year ago, having fluctuated up and down within a very small range 
for the last several quarters. 
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One of the first industries to respond to the planned accelerated highway pro- 
gram was the construction machinery industry. In anticipation of the in- 
creased demand for roadbuilding machinery, this industry undertook a rapid 
expansion program to assure an adequate supply. In fact, so rapid was their 
progress that they soon found themselves facing excessive inventories. In 
contemplation of the sustained high level of construction activity held forth 
in the program set up by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, the construction 
machinery industry has geared itself to meet all possible demands. The im- 
portance of the continuity of the highway program to the construction machin- 
ery industry is evidenced by the fact that 35.8 percent of its total market is in 
the highway field. 


In short, there is ample reserve capacity in the highway industry. 
Any shrin or stretchout in the program will have an immediate 
deleterious effect on the highway industry and, indirectly, on our 
entire economy. 

Only last year we witnessed a striking example of the impact of 
hway construction activity on the national economy. Faced with 
a decline in business activity which threatened to develop into a 
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‘serious recession, Congress authorized an emergency program of high- 
way construction and ordered it to be undertaken with the greatest 
speed practicable, stipulating that all projects financed from the 
emergency fund be plated under contract by December 1, 1958. 
The State highway departments, utilizing the plentiful reserve ¢a- 
poate of the highway industry, put 100 percent of the emergency 
nds to work ~ the deadline, thus providing 137 million man- 
hours of employment. This knife cuts both ways. Just as an in- 
crease in a highway program is a direct and immediate stimulus to 
employment, a cutback in the program, particularly at a time when 


the industry has geared itself to a higher level of activity, would be | 


a strong factor tending to increase the level of unemployment. 


The increase in Federal-aid highway work in the last. 12 months | 


has been remarkable. Federal-aid highway work underway on March 
81 set a new record high of $7.185 billion, an increase of almost $2 
billion in 12 months’ time. The Bureau of Public Roads made this 
comparison of the status of construction on the two dates: 


Total cost Federal funds Project | Number of 
miles bridges 

As of Mar. 31, 1958: 
$2, 875, 148, 241 | $2, 266, 396, 508 2, 954.9 2, 785 
2,311, 125,222 | 1, 189, 690, 013 22, 451. 5 5,176 
5, 186, 273,463 | 3, 456, 086, 521 25, 406. 4 7,961 

As of Mar. 31, 1959: 
4, 229, 563, 566 | 3, 660, 469, 174 4,421.4 4, 467 
2, 955, 144, 965 1, 587, 984, 991 27, 696. 9 5, 756 
7, 184, 708, 531 | 5, 248, 454, 165 32, 118.3 10, 228 


By July 1, when the construction season is in full swing, it is esti- 
mated that work underway will rise to about $8.1 billion. 

Excluding the cost of engineering and the cost of right-of-way ac- 
quisition, or, in other words, taking into account only the actual con- 
struction mer, Heep capital expenditures by all levels of government 
on Federal-aid and other highway systems for the years 1956-59 were: 


Billion 
1957 — 
5.2 
1959 (estimated) 4 ashe 6.0 


These substantial annual increases in total construction reflect in- 
creased expenditures for highway purposes by all levels of government, 
but the largest share of the increase represents the acceleration of the 
Interstate and Defense System, which is expected to increase from 26 
percent of the total in 1956 to 40 percent in 1959, and it is the Inter- 
state System that will be the first to feel the lack of adequate Federal 
funds since apportionments for the ABC system are given priority in 
the trust fund. 

In 4 years, the Federal Government has apportioned $7.4 billion for 
its 90-percent share in the interstate and defense program. The pro- 
gram is now well underway, with at least some preliminary design or 
right-of-way work reported underway on almost 70 percent of the 
total network. It is against this background that we must study the 
official report to Congress by the Secretary of Commerce to the effect 
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that, due to the inadequacy of the highway trust fund and in the 
absence of corrective legislation, there will be no interstate apportion- 
ments made for fiscal 1961 and only about $500 million, or one-fifth of 
the authorization level proposed by H.R. 5950, for fiscal 1962. 

We believe that such a cutback would be disastrous in its immediate 
impact on the economy, in the irreparable damage done to the orderly 
progress of the interstate and defense program, and in the delay of 
ye benefits of the completed network to the Nation. As a first step 
toward remedying the situation, we wholeheartedly recommend the 
enactment of H.R. 5950, which would fix the 1962 authorization at the 
same level as that attained in fiscal 1960 and 1961. This is the mini- 
mum necessary to continue the program without a slowdown. 

As I mentioned at the beginning of this statement, Congress has 
expressed the intention of completing the National Interstate and 
Defense System as nearly as practicable in a 13-year period. In the 
act of 1956, the annual authorizations increased step by step, reachin 
a peak level of $2.2 billion in 1960 and maintaining that level senslogk 
1967. After the revised cost estimate of 1958 was submitted, Congress 
saw the wisdom of immediately adjusting the authorizations for the 
years 1959, 1960, and 1961. There remains the matter of adjusting the 
authorizations for 1962 and the succeeding years. 

There are sound and sufficient reasons for waiting until 1961 to deal 
with the authorizations for the years beyond 1962. In 1961, Congress 
will have the benefit of the so-called section 210 study, which was 
originally called for in section 210 of the Highway Revenue Act of 
1956. The law authorizes and directs the study of— 

(1) The effects on design, construction, and maintenance of 
Federal-aid highways of (a) the use of vehicles of different dimen- 
sions, weights, and other specifications, and (6) the frequency of 
occurrences of such vehicles in the traffic stream ; 

(2) The proportionate share of the design, construction, and 
maintenance costs of the Federal-aid highways attributable to 
each class of persons using these highways; an 

(3) Direct and indirect benefits accruing to any class which 
derives benefits from Federal-aid highways in addition to the 
benefits from actual use of such highways, the so-called nonuser 
benefits. 

In 1961, Congress will also have the advantage of a new cost esti- 
mate, fixing more precisely the amounts which must be authorized to 
complete the Interstate and Defense System. 

With these studies in hand, Congress should be in a better position to 
enact appropriate legislation to assure the timely completion of the 
Interstate and Defense System and to make an equitable distribution 
of the costs among the various classes of beneficiaries, both highway 
users and those who benefit indirectly from the highways. 

This procedure—gathering all of the pertinent facts and figures and 
using them for the Sain of a carefully considered decision—is in the 
best tradition of long-range highway planning. The American Road 
Builders’ Association believes fhat / Krmes would be taking the wise 
course by waiting until 1961 to attack the long-range highway 
program. 

At the same time, it is clear that provision must be made for the 
interim period. The first apportionment to the States to be made after 


Congress meets in 1961 is the apportionment for the fiscal year 19#2 
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The interim period, therefore, extends through 1962. The prudent 
course to follow is that prescribed in H.R. 5950, to work in 1962 at the 
same level as that provided for 1960 and 1961, neither increasing nor 
decreasing the program. This course of action will permit us to main- 
tain the great highway construction force that is now in being and to 
maintain the momentum that has been built up in the last 3 years. 

It will also permit us to adhere to the decision made by Congress 
in 1956 and reaffirmed in 1958 to complete the Interstate and Defense 
System at the earliest practicable date. The consequences of a post- 
ponement of the completion date of the program are most serious. 

I would like to say that in my estimation we are never going to 
build any cheaper than we are building them today and tomorrow and 
the day after tomorrow, and any delay or stretchout of the program 
is going to cost this country money in three ways: 

(1) It will cost money because, with a growing population, land 
will be in greater demand, and land costs are going to go up. It will 
be that much harder to push these roads through urban areas. 

(2) Likewise, if the volume of work on the highway program de- 
creases, it will have its impact on the gross national product. We 
will have less money earned and, therefore, less taxes brought in from 
the proceeds of the bi hway program. 

(3) Lastly, we will have the benefits—which are great, from this 
program—delayed, and the dividends which are or will be present 
when the system is finished will be delayed by as many years as the 
program is delayed. 

One of the most conspicuous benefits to be derived from a nation-. 
wide network of express highways is the stimulus to industrial de- 
velopment which will result from this new extension of our national 
transportation network. In the same way that economical water and 
rail transportation led to the development of new cities and new in- 
dustries in earlier times, the development of an efficient modern high- 
way network will bring new economies to the industries of the United 
States. Access to markets and sources of raw materials, access to 
mobilized labor market, the availability of choice sites away from 
urban congestion; all of these appeal to industrial site locators. To 
support the growing economy of the United States, highways must 
keep pace with population expansion and industria] expansion. A 
delay in the completion of the Defense and Interstate System may 
result in choking off some of the natural tendency of industry to de- 
velop and improve itself, 

Completion of the Interstate and Defense System, which is ex- 
pected to carry at least 20 percent of all U.S. traffic by 1975, will 
result in a marked reduction in the accident hazards of our American 
highways. 

A recent report released by the Bureau of Public Roads on the 
study of safety on our highways indicates that the cost of accidents 
on the highways amounted to 121% cents per gallon of gasoline 
burned. 

Cold figures are inadequate to convey the full measure of ae 
that is contained in our highway safety record, whether we are talking 
about the number of people who are killed or maimed on the highways, 
or speaking about loss of property. One of the most striking recitals 
of the facts is contained in House Document 93, a new report to Con- 
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gress from the Secretary of Commerce on “The Federal Role in High- 
way Safety.” Some of the facts are these: 

tn 1958, 37,000 motor vehicle accident deaths occurred, resulting 
from 32,000 accidents in which 45,000 drivers were involved. 

In the 15-to-24-year age group, two deaths in five resulted from 
motor vehicle accidents, while only 1 death in 13 resulted from cancer, 
which was the next leading cause of death in the group of our people 
from 15 to 24 years of age. 

Depending on the definition used for “injury,” motor-vehicle acci- 
dents account for up to 4.7 million injuries per year. 

On the basis of information supplied by the States to the National 
Safety Council, 102 million isiehbeethin involving 18 million drivers, 
occurred in 1957. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield ? 

When you say 4.7 million injuries per year, depending on the defi- 
nition used for “injury,” what definition are you using in quoting 
that figure ? 

General Prentiss. I would have to check back on our reference 
material to give you an answer to that question. 

Mr. Batpwin. Could you do that and supplement your statement 
in the record ? 

General Prentiss. I will be glad to. 
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The foregoing figure of 4.7 million injuries was taken from ‘The Federal Role 
in Highway Safety,” House Document 93, page 23. In defining “traffic injuries,” 
the document referred to states: 

“The number of nonfatal injuries involved (in traffic accidents) is not as 
readily determined (as the number of fatal injuries). There were 1.3 million 
injuries due to motor-vehicle accidents during 1958, according to the National 
Safety Council, resulting from 900,000 accidents in which 1,500,000 drivers were 
involved. ‘These injuries are described as disabling beyond the day of the acci- 
dent; they involve an average of 1 person in 134. If, instead, injuries are con- 
sidered as those that restrict normal activity or require medical attention, which 
is the definition used in the National Health Survey, then the annual total 
becomes 4.7 million, or 1 person in 87. The difference lies in definition of 
severity.” 

For the purposes of our testimony we selected the latter definition based on 
injuries restricting normal activity and/or requiring medical attention. 

The “National Health Survey” reference is “ ‘Health Statistics from the U.S. 
National Health Survey,’ Selected Survey Topics, Series B-5, July 1957—June 
1958, U.S. Public Health Service.” 


For the same year, the Association of Casualty and Surety Com- 
panies estimated the property damage from accidents at $7.25 billion, 
an amount in excess of the total amount we are spending for highways, 
incidentally—an amount which closely approaches the total spent for 
highway construction and maintenance by all levels of government 
that year. This loss amounted to $2,114 for every mile of road and 
street in the Nation, and $116 for every motor vehicle registered. On 
the average, every mile driven takes 1 cent for traffic accidents, or 
eee 121% cents for every gallon of gasoline consumed in highway 
travel. 

The modern design of the highways of the Interstate and Defense 
System will eliminate many traffic accidents, particularly the usually 
fatal head-on collisions, and we also can expect a notable improvement 
in the overall safety record. It is estimated that 4,000 lives will be 
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saved annually. Accident’ costs will be reduced from 1 cent per 


vehicle-mile to 0.3 cent per vehicle-mile. Based on the estimate of 


200 billion vehicle-miles annually on the Interstate and Defense Sys- 
tem, the annual saving in accident costs will aggregate $1.4 billion. — 

There are several reasons for expecting such a good safety record 
from the Interstate and Defense System. First and foremost of these 


reasons is controlled access, where vehicles are permitted to enter and 


leave the highway only at certain designated points. 

Again quoting from “The Federal Role in Highway Safety” to com- 
pare safety records of similar highways with and without access 
control : 

In Virginia, the controlled-access Shirley Highway experienced a 
fatality rate of 0.8 deaths per 100 million vehicle-miles, as compared 
with a death rate of 10.6 on parallel U.S. No. 1. 

In Maryland, the Baltimore-Washington Parkway-Expressway 
with controlled access had a rate of 3.7 compared with U.S. No. 1, 
which had a rate of 7.4. 

In California, a 180-mile rural freeway had a death rate of 4.1 as 
compared to a 170-mile rural highway without controlled access which 
had a rate of 8.8. 

The great advantage of the controlled-access highway is the com- 
plete elimination of intersections at grade. Some of the favorable 
statistics cited above are accounted for in part by other design features 
usually associated with access control. Some of these features are: 

Properly designed median strips for traffic separation. 

Traffic lanes of sufficient number and width to keep traffic moving, 

Adequate shoulders for emergency use. 

Elimination of sharp curves, both vertical and horizontal, to permit 
proper sighting of traffic and roadway conditions. 

Highway lighting at hazardous areas. 

The importance of the Interstate and Defense System to economic 
development and highway safety has been discussed more fully, or at 
least more often, than the relationship the completed system will bear 
to the requirements of the national defense. When defense require- 
ments are discussed, we are prone to take the narrow or limited view 
of military requirements ak think only in terms of the movement of 
troops, weapons, and military supplies. Occasionally, we may also 
mention the possibility of the mass evacuation of population from key 
— cities in the event of attack. The subject is broader than 
that, 

Some of the considerations that apply to the construction of modern 

(1) ern war demands a tremendous outpouring of industrial 
goods, placing a heavy strain on the entire economy. Express high- 
way connections between the principal centers of industry and popu- 
lation are an important military as well as civil requirement. 

(2) Without controlled access, large-volume priority 
frequently essential in time of war, are almost an impossibility, an 
re cannot be made at the speed possible where access is con- 
trolled. 

(3) Military freight frequently must be shipped in large packages; 
highway weight capacities and clearances must be designed accord- 
ingly. 
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(4) Military concepts in the space age place a high priority on 
mo 


ility, particularly mobility for our defensive weapons so that 
their locations cannot be pinpointed and hence subjected to early de- 
struction. Overland mobility will be required in addition to mobility 
in the air and in the sea. 

(5) The danger of attack which may cripple air and rail transport 
by destroying critical airfields and rail facilities may also destroy 
sections of highways. However, this possibility emphasizes the value 
of an adequate highway net, because alternate routes, bypasses and 
circumferential highways will insure the continuation of this artery 
of transportation. 

Before concluding this statement, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
comment briefly on what I have referred to as the “momentum” of 
the program. The word seems appropriate because it is usually as- 
sociated with the movement of heavy masses, a kind of movement 
that requires a great exertion of force at the beginning, after which 
movement may be maintained by the application of lesser force. The 
highway program, because of its size and complexity, has required 
extraordinary efforts at the outset. The building of an express high- 
way requires close cooperation between peirege agencies at all 
levels, and careful coordination among all of the groups of people 
who share the responsibility of building the road. 

The launching of the Interstate and Defense Highway program 
has required great cooperative efforts. The Federal Highway Ad- 
ministrator, the Honorable Bertram D. Tallamy; the Commissioner 
of Public Roads, the Honorable Ellis L. Armstrong; and the Bureau 
of Public Roads, are due great credit for the manner in which they 
have represented the Federal Government in this Federal-State part- 
nership. The State highway departments have put forth tremendous 
efforts to get the program moving. In cases where State highway 
departments have been too small to handle all of the engineering 
work involved, the talents of our consulting engineers have been 
utilized. Cooperation among the highway departments and between 
the States and the Federal Government has been aided at every step 
of the way through the strong efforts of the American Association 
of State Highway Officials. Federal, State, and local officials have 
all kept in close touch with industry to form a highway team that is 
dedicated to giving the Nation the greatest possible value for its 
highway dollar. 

he orm embodied in the Highway Act of 1956 has been ac- 
cepted willingly. The machinery has been put into motion. But it 
is not the lind of machinery that can be stopped and started by 
pushing a button. A year’s interruption in the authorizations for 
the oe gage will mean at least a 3-year delay, because of the time 

uired to get operations underway once they have been halted. 

ur Nation cannot afford this delay in the construction of high- 
ways that are needed to carry traffic that is moving today, to meet 
defense requirements that are critical today, and to prevent the 
deaths of Americans who are living today. 

Mr. Fauton. Thank you very much, General Prentiss. Are there 

. Scuerrr. Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Scherer. 
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Mr. Scuerer. General, of course I think you made an excellent 
statement, and again you represent a fine organization that has con- 
tributed much to the success of the road program. I want to ask 

ou if I am not correct when I say that the sole issue, almost, that 
1s facing the Congress today is where are we going to get the money 
to replenish the trust fund? In other words, is that not the only 
obstacle in our path to doing what you say you want to accomplish in 
your statement? Is that not the crux of the question ? 

General Prentiss. Just as soon as this bill gets passed, since this 
bill will establish the needs and requirements. Then the next major 
problem is where is the money coming from ? 

Mr. Scuerer. Everybody admits that this bill most likely will be 
passed, but the real thing that is in back of all of our minds is the 
method of financing. Maybe there are many people that would want 
to go along with you in not interrupting this road program if they 
knew how the trust fund was to be replenished. Where are we going 
to get the money? It is all right for us on the Public Works Com- 
mittee to say, “Let us pass this buck to the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee,” but even before I vote on this legislation I would like to 
know and be sure in my own mind, and I would like to know what 
other Members of Congress—and particularly an organization such 
as yours—thinks as to how we should raise this money. 

{om represent some very outstanding businessmen and big business- 
men in your organization. They write me and say, first, they do not 
want their taxes raised. Secondly, some of them will say they do not 
want any more deficit financing. Others insist they want the budget 
kateceat That is the kind of mail I get. 


What I want to know from your organization is: What do you | 


recommend as a method for solving the real problem which the Con- 
gress is facing at this moment so that we can continue to do the things 
we all know must be done to complete this essential road program? 
That is the crux of it. I noticed through your statement that you and 
your organization do not make any recommendations either. 

General Prentiss. That is correct. I can say this: That at the 
meeting of the American Road Builders’ Association in annual con- 
vention in Dallas, the resolution which was passed concerning the 
financing of the program was to the effect that the American Road 
Builders’ Association would support any reasonable plan that ap- 

ared to have a chance of being accepted and which would do the 
job. That is the official position of the American Road Builders’ 
Association. 

Mr. Scuerer. You must admit that is not too helpful. 

General Prentiss. That does not help you; no. 

Mr. Scuerer. My good friend Mr. Kluczynski, from Illinois, says 
this is an easy matter. You can raise $3 billion by just taking the 
excise taxes from the automobile industry and automobile users that 
still go into the general fund and transfer it to the trust fund. That 
is easy, but that means deficit financing, does it not, or raising taxes, 
which most of your people are opposed to, and I am also opposed to 
deficit financing. 

If we do, we are going to feed the fires of inflation and increase the 
cost of this road program further. So I would like from these people 
an expression as to whether they want to go into more deficit financing, 
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which we would do if we followed Mr. Kluczynski’s sugacetion. It 
would result in a $15 billion deficit this year instead of one of $12 
billion; or are we going to raise gas taxes, in other words, follow 
the administration’s recommendation. 

I know my friends in the American Association of State Highway 
Officials did not say anything on this. They are another great organ- 
ization. I know they do not want any more gasoline taxes, but they 
have not said it here on the record that they do not want gasoline 
taxes increased as recommended by the President. 

So these are some of the things that are bothering me. I think we 
need help from organizations such as yours and the American Associa- 
tion of State Highway Officials who are vitally interested in this 
program. 

General Prentiss. I will say this: That should the Ways and 
Means Committee in its wisdom see fit to report out a bill calling for 
increased gasoline taxes, the American Road Builders’ Association 
would support that bill. Should the Ways and Means Committee in 
its wisdom see fit to provide a form of deficit financing to accomplish 
this financing for this interim period, the American Road Builders’ 
Association would support that bill. Should the Ways and Means 
Committee in its wisdom decide to transfer excise taxes from the 

neral fund of the Treasury to the highway trust fund, the American 
Road Builders’ Association would support that bill. 

Mr. Scuerer. Do you know that there are other businessmen as big 
as the roadbuilders who do not have a stake in this road program that 
just will not go for any more deficit financing ? 

General Prentiss. Mr. Congressman, I would like to give you my 
feeling concerning the financing. We have pointed out that in 1961 
the Congress is going to have an opportunity to approach the problem 
of refinancing and reestablishing a broad base to carry this program to 
completion. They are going to have justification in the form of data 
furnished as a result of a 4-year study. They are going to have new 
costs. They are going to have the benefits that are there to the high- 
way users and to the different classes of highway users, and to the 
nonhighway users. 

In 1961 Congress will have at its fingertips information which will 
permit it to anprpecn the problem intelligently. For my personal 
pproach to it I see nothing wrong with continuing deficit financing 
through 1961, with the understanding in 1961 that the problem is 
attacked not only to solve the financing required to continue the pro- 
gram to its completion at the rate Congress wants it to go, but to 
refinance and pick up the deficit which has been accumulated by the 
Congress in thisinterim period. 

I do not feel that it would hurt the erepony of our country, because 

P 


HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 


the deficit would have to be earmarked and paid out of these new 
taxes before we could proceed on with the program. But it puts the 
finger right on the Congress in 1961. : 

Mr. Scuerer. It suredoes. It is right on us now. 

Mr. Scuweneet. Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scrwencen. I would like to make a statement, Mr. Chairman, 
and the statement is this. I want first to commend you, General 
Prentiss, for the fine statement you have given on this subject and 
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the very effective manner in which you gave it. You had some very 
nice things to say about a lot of people who have been very cooperative 
in this great venture for our country. It has been one of the greatest 
ventures somewhat on faith which we have ever undertaken in peace- 
time. Then I would like to point this out, too, and it has impressed 
me immensely : 

This testimony and report of yours, and of the American Road 
Builders’ Association, showing the response to the challenge that was 

resented by the passage of the 1956 act dealing with the Interstate 

ighway System, is one of the best endorsements of the free enterprise 
system I have ever heard presented by anybody. You, Mr. Prentiss, 
and your association, and the people who work for you, and the 
industries and businesses that have come into being as a result of 
this activity, are to be commended. You have found ways and means, 
according to this testimony, of getting the job done, and you have done 
your share I believe in keeping the cost down and thereby doing your 
part in stemming inflation. 

I would like to observe here that had all our industries, and all the 
people in America who saw this challenge, done as good a job as 
you have, we probably would not be confronted with this problem 
of increased costs with which we are confronted at this time. 

So I congratulate you and say good luck as you plan to serve our 
in this 

r. Cramer. Mr. Chairman, I too want to congratulate General 
Prentiss and the American Road Builders’ Association for the man- 
ner in which they have accepted and met this challenge of our time, 
as our distinguished colleague from Iowa said. Also, I join with the 

ntleman from Ohio, as I am sure your organization does, in real- 
izing that the crucial problem is how this program will be financed. 

I do want to congratulate you on a very fine statement. I have one 
question I want to pose, and if you do not have the information now 
you can probably provide it. 

Can you estimate what the additional cost in your opinion would 
be of a slowdown that would result from nonfinancing, so far as 
your industry is concerned? Obviously, I assume it would be 
substantial. 

General Prentiss. I have already outlined for you the three kinds 
of costs that would be involved. We have not prepared an estimate 
of how much those three costs would be. We can, for example, 
anticipate what the annual dividends from the completion of the Inter- 
state System will be, and, if the Interstate System completion were 
to be delayed 3 years, the cost would be three times the annual 
dividend rate, iol I expressed the annual dividend rate in terms of 
approximately $2 billion a year. So from that source alone I would 
say it would cost us $6 billion to slow it down. 

These other costs, which are very significant costs, have to do with 
how much more is it going to cost us to build 3 years of Interstate 
System highway some time in the 1970’s rather than building them 
some time in 1961, 1962, and 1963. That, of course, depends upon 
what happens to the cost of living in the country and what happens 
to the real estate costs in the country where we are going to build 
these roads. 
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Mr. Cramer. I appreciate those costs, but what I was particularly 
directing my question toward your organization for was to get the 
information which your organization would be qualified to answer on, 
in the nature of increased bids and costs of bids as far as the industry 
is concerned, resulting from the 3-year slowdown which would require 
you to tool up again, and obviously throw your entire industry out 
of gear. What would be the estimated cost of that slowdown! 

neral Prentiss. I would have to do a little figuring on that be- 
cause I do not have such an estimate prepared. psi 

Mr. Fatuon. General, will you be willing to do that and submit it 


for the record ? 
General Prentiss. I will make an effort. 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF May. Gen. Louis W. Prentiss (USA, RETIRED), 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Previous studies of the economic effects of highway construction have been 
made for the purpose of forecasting the results of an expansion of construction 
activity. The reverse situation, that of a contraction of activity, has not been 
studied exhaustively. Such a study would require many months. It is our 
opinion that the great extent to which the highway industry is interdependent 
with other segments of the national economy makes it next to impossible to find 
a dollar figure which would accurately reflect the full impact of an interruption 
in the interstate program on the highway industry per se. However, in the 
hope of providing some guidelines for the consideration of the committee, the 
following information is respectfully presented. 


I, CASH DIVIDENDS EXPECTED FROM THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


Barlier studies have indicated that the completion of the Interstate System 
will result in a saving to highway users, through decreased costs of vehicle 
operation and decreased accident costs, of at least $2 billion annually. Testimony 
presented to the committee by the American Association of State Highway 
Officials indicates that an interruption in interstate construction will result in 
a 3-year delay in the completion of the system. A direct economic loss to 
highway users, through the postponement of benefits, is indicated in the amount 
of $6 billion. 

Il. LOSS TO WORKERS IN THE HIGHWAY INDUSTRY 


The Department of Labor has estimated that each billion dollars spent on 
highway construction generates 102 million man-hours of employment on the 
site of construction and 126 million man-hours off the site. 

If the interstate program does not proceed at the authorized 1961 pace of 
$2.78 billion per year ($2.5 billion Federal share plus $278 million in State match- 
ing funds), but, instead is reduced to a 2-year level for 1961-62 of $555 million 
($500 million Federal share in fiscal 1962 plus $55 million in State matching 
funds), the indicated cutback will result directly in the loss of 1.14 billion man- 
hours of employment. 

Taking $2.23 per hour as a conservative approximation of the average rate 
paid in the highway construction, construction equipment, materials, and allied 
metttes, the apparent loss in man-hours amounts, in terms of dollars, to $2.54 

on. 
Ill. DIRECT LOSS TO THE HIGHWAY INDUSTRY 


This is an extremely difficult loss to measure, because so many highly variable 
factors are involved. The situation is different in each of the component indus- 
tries, and would vary further depending on the general level of business prosper- 
ity and the degree to which economic distress is aggravated by adverse factors 
not connected with the highway construction situation. The comments below can 
be, at best, only educated guesses. 

Highway contracts.—As stated in our testimony, highway contractors are 
operating at only about 62 percent of their capacity. At this level of operation, 
some contractors are seriously short of financial reserves. A cutback in the 
Program would certainly result in bankruptcies, but it is impossible to say 
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exactly how many contractors would be forced out of business by a $33 billion 
reduction in the amount of contract construction. 

As was pointed out in the ARBA task force report, “An Evaluation of the 
Credit Problems of the Highway Industry,” August 1957, the average annual 
net profit for contractors, after taxes, is approximately 2 percent, and approx- 
imately 20 percent goes for equipment purchases and repair parts. As a rule, 
heavy equipment is purchased on a time-payment plan. The small average profit 
precludes any possibility that the average small contractor can build up sub- 
stantial cash reserves with which to pay off equipment notes while his equip- 
ment is idle. Financing companies may find it necessary to foreclose on equip- 
ment accounts and thereby accumulate large quantities of used equipment for 
which there is no ready market. 

Construction equipment.—At the start of the accelerated highway program, the 
1956 ARBA task force reports showed an inventory of 233,703 pieces of construe: 
tion equipment and 96,945 motor vehicles available for use in highway construce- 
tion. It was estimated that_a billion-dollar increase in net highway contract 
construction (for annual work volumes in excess of $5.8 billion) would require 
34,584 additional pieces of equipment and 22,500 additional motor vehicles, 

In the event of a cutback in the program, less equipment would be required. 
Instead of producing for an expanding program, manufacturers would find that 
contractors’ fleets would be reduced in size. This would be accomplished, in 
many cases, by retiring worn out equipment without replacing it, so that even 
normal sales to replace wornout equipment would be sharply reduced. 

Some companies in the equipment field manufacture only machinery used in 
highway construction. Others are engaged primarily in other fields, General 
Motors being a preeminent example of a company which, while it manufactures 
a substantial amount of highway construction equipment, does not look to the 
highway construction industry for its primary market. Obviously, the impact 
of a cutback in highway construction would not be as serious to a highly diversi- 
fied corporation as it would be to a specialist in highway construction equipment. 

Overall, the highway construction field accounts for 35.8 percent of the total 
sales of the construction equipment industry. Among those companies which deal 
primarily in the manufacture of highway construction equipment and which 
are unable to divert production to other fields, there is certain to be great 
distress, It is doubtful that some of these companies will be able to weather the 
storm. 

Muterials suppliers.—Again, the impact of a cutback in construction will vary 
widely depending upon the degree of involvement by the individual supplier in 
the highway industry. 

In the case of asphalt, 70 percent of total industry production is used for 
highway purposes. Since about 20 percent of net contract construction cost 
is accounted for by the cost of paving materials, it is apparent that a reduction of 
$3 billion in net contract construction will result in loss in sales of paving 
materials of about $600 million. 

Asphalt’s share is about $300 million, or 23.1 million tons of asphalt mix at the 
present going rate of $6.50 per ton. This amount of mix would contain 1,265,000 
tons of asphalt. It is estimated that the loss of this production would mean the 
equivalent of shutting down 100 asphalt plants, each producing 500 tons of asphalt 
mix per day, for 150 days. Since it requires approximately 100 men to operate 
such a plant, the loss of employment can be estimated at 10,400 men idled for a 
year, to which must be added unemployment resulting from the shutdown of 
certain operations at the refinery level and the enforced idleness of drivers of 
asphalt trucks. The total would not be less than 1,500,000 man-days. 

Cement.—Approximately 24 percent of all portland cement manufactured in the 
United States is used for highway purposes. The impact of an interruption in 
the interstate program would be felt with particular severity in the prestressed 
concrete portion of the industry, inasmuch as approximately 50 percent of pre 
stressed production is going into highway uses. 

Sand and gravel.—At least 50 percent and perhaps 60 percent of all sand and 
gravel commercially produced in the United States is used in roadbuilding. 
Much of this material is locally produced by small businessmen, a fact which 
makes it difficult to secure comprehensive data. 

Steel.—Approximately 12 percent of structural steel capacity is being used 
for highway purposes. However, since the steel industry is producing struc- 
tural shapes and plates at only about half of capacity, about 25 percent of cur- 
rent production is going into highways. 
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It is hoped that the foregoing will provide an indication of the magnitude of 
the impact of an interruption in interstate activity, as well as a suggestion of 
the difficulties involved in attempting to state this impact in terms of dollars. 

A number of other materials are used in substantial quantities in highway 
building, including clap pipe and tile, reinforcing steel, aluminum, lumber, timber 
pilings, paint, and explosives. 

It has been estimated that the expenditure of $100 million in highway con- 
struction eventually results in business transactions totalling $315,602,700, di- 
vided as follows: 


Percent 


As a further assistance to the committee, we wish to present certain com- 
ments made by State highway departments in response to a survey recently 
conducted by Roads and Streets magazine, a leading publication in the highway 
field. 

“Such a cutback will cause a sharp recession in the heavy construction and 
material businesses.”—W. C. Williams, State highway engineer, State of Oregon. 

“Highway contractors and the material supply industry are now geared to a 
continuing program. They would be confronted with a problem similar to, and 
perhaps more severe than, the situation which prompted the enactment of the 
emergency program of 1958. There would be a big buildup in stock of equip- 
ment and materials, which would result in layoffs in these industries.”——-C. R. 
MeMillan, chief highway commissioner; State of South Carolina. 

“The contracting and materials supply industries would be seriously affected, 
and it is probable that many contracting firms would be forced out of business 
through the reduced program.”—W. A. Bugge, director of highways, State of 
Washington. 

“To put it bluntly, the failure to allocate 1961 and 1962 interstate funds will 
throw a big monkey wrench into Wyoming’s economy * * *. The road construc- 
tion program in Wyoming constitutes approximately 28 percent of Wyoming’s 
economic health.”—T. D. Sherard, deputy State highway engineer, State of 
Wyoming. 

“There would be approximately a 56 percent reduction in our Federal-aid 
construction so it would present a serious problem to our contractors and 
material supply industry.”—John O. Morton, commissioner, Department of public 
works and highways, State of New Hampshire. 

“It would require our contractors and material supply industry to reduce 
a forces at least 50 percent.”—L. M. Clauson, deputy chief engineer, State of 
owa. 

“A feast and then famine type of program has serious effects on the whole 
economy for labor, management, and industry. This will be particularly true 
for States like New Mexico that have their program rather well advanced.”— 
Donald R. Roser, deputy chief highway engineer, State of New Mexico. 

The above statements are typical of those received from State highway 
departments. 

In summary, we believe that the economic impact of an interruption in the 
interstate program cannot be stated in terms of dollars without an exhaustive 
survey requiring many months time, but that such a determination might set 
the economic loss as great as $10 billion. 


Mr. Cramer. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Fation. Are there any more questions ? 
_Mr. Mumma. I want to ask a question that may be a little bit be- 
sides the point. The question of defense highways was brought up. 
Could you tell me how our present design for the Interstate Seavan 
compares with the Autobahn in Germany? Is it heavier? 
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General Prentiss. I think there is no question but what the present | 


design of the Interstate System is far more efficient and heavier than 


the Autobahn. As a matter of fact, the Autobahn was built to spec. | 


ifications that were completely inadequate and when the American 
heavy vehicles got on there it just tore many sections of it up because 
it was not designed to carry that kind of a load. 

ry Mumma. The real question of holding up is in the joint, is it 
not 


General Prentiss. Well, there are many factors that are involved, | 


but they just did not design the Autobahn to carry those loads. 
Mr. Mumma. But that is where the roads go bad—it is in the joints, 
General Prentiss. It is one place. 
Mr. Mumma. That is all. 
Mr. Faxon. Are there any other questions? General Prentiss, I 


want to join with the other members of the committee in thanking you | 


and congratulating you on such a fine statement. 
I announced earlier that the committee would sit this afternoon. 


At the time I did not realize that this committee has a bill on the | 


floor of the House with 1 hour on the rule and 4 hours of general 
debate. This isthe TVA bill which was reported from this committee. 
Many members would like to hear the debate and also particiapte in it. 

Therefore, the committee will stand adjourned at this time until 
tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. I would like to make one further 
announcement before we adjourn. The chairman of the Committee 
on Public Works, Mr. Buckley, asked me to announce that hearings 


on his bill, H.R. 6303, providing for reimbursement to the States for | 
the construction of certain toll and free roads, will be held on May 19 


and 20. 
The committee stands adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 
(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee recessed until the following 
day, Thursday, May 7, 1959.) 


| 
al 
a 
ti 

ve 
ne 
in 
Ww 
a $1 
ne 
| A 
co 
St 
an 
bu 
al 


HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 


THURSDAY, MAY 7, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 3 p.m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. George H. Fallon presiding. 

Mr. Fation. Ladies and gentlemen, I am sort of embarrassed today, 
and also for what happened yesterday. What ae oe yesterday 
and today we certainly could not foresee, that is, the TVA bill getting 
a rule at the time it did and having it scheduled for action at this 
time. It was our plan, of course, to hold meetings for 3 days this 
week and complete them today. We had permission to sit during 

neral debate, except that when a bill comes from this committee, 
which the TVA bill did, many of our members wanted to be on the 
floor, both to offer amendments and to talk on the bill. 

I do want in behalf of the committee to apologize for the incon- 
venience we have caused some of the witnesses who are to be heard. 
We expect a number of the members to come over and hear the wit- 
nesses, but the rollcall is still going on and will probably be through 
in a few minutes. I think it might be well if we start with the first 
witness and as our members come in, ask them to come in quietly. 

So our first witness this afternoon is Mr. Anton Hagios, president 
of the National Good Roads Association, Newark, N.J. 

Mr. Hagios, do you have a prepared statement ? 


STATEMENT OF J. ANTON HAGIOS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL GOOD 
ROADS ASSOCIATION, NEWARK, N.J. 


Mr. Yes,sir. Ihave a prepared statement. 

Mr. Fation. About how long will it take you ? 

Mr. Haetos. About 6 or 7 minutes. 

Mr. Fation. Very well. Proceed, Mr. Hagios. 

Mr. Hacios. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My 
name is J. Anton Hagios of Hopewell, N.J. It is a privilege for me 
to appear before you today on behalf of the National Good Roads 
Association, of which I am president. Some of the members of this 
committee know the National Good Roads Association is made up of 
State highway booster groups scattered throughout the country whose 
members in turn are individual citizens as well as businesses, large 
and small, representing such fields as banking, retailing, and manu- 
facturing. Though some of our State affiliates have on their rosters 
businesses which are directly interested in highway construction in 
all its phases, we are, in the main, expressing the viewpoint of the 
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rank and file of the American people. As citizens we have been 
banded together for some years to espouse the cause of good roads and, 
parenthetically, for what it takes to get them. We are further bound 
together by a common conviction that the Nation’s economy requires 
greatly increased highway facilities to service the growing population 
and economic activities. 

As executive directors of State highway promotion groups, we 
are in close and constant touch with our people. These citizens are 
as aware of the governmental fiscal implications of the Federal high- 
way program as they are of the direct effects of highway construc- 
tion costs on their own pocketbooks. They know that highways are 
needed, that highways cost money and that they, are highway users, 
have to pay for what they get and, above all, they know that it 
costs more to use bad roads than to build good ones. They are the 
same people who are becoming increasingly concerned over the threat 
of growing inflation, and you may rest assured that neither indi- 
vidually nor collectively do we subscribe to the theory that a little 
inflation is a good thing for this country. 

At the same time we feel that the interstate highway program can 
be completed on schedule by providing now the needed additional 
interim financing required during the next several years. This can 
be done without necessarily contributing to inflationary pressures. 
We are for H.R. 5950, even though by itself this legislation does not 
assure the continuity of interstate highway construction. It points 
up, however, the very urgent necessity of doing away with the un- 
workable arrangement of what is known as the Byrd amendment to 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

We know of no other issue next to national defense and foreign 
aid, with which we dare not tamper in these critical times, that 
looms larger within the purview of the domestic economy and is of 

ater importance to the American people than is the highway issue. 

ese three issues are interlocked and inseparable. If our economy 
is to continue to grow and if, indeed, we are to continue as a free 
society, prudence and realism require that we recognize the fact that 
we can afford what we have to afford. 

Engineering, costs, supplies of labor and materials, or even ad- 
ministrative aspects of the program do not seem to present any serious 
problems at this time, except perhaps as these factors are related to 
the possibility of interruption or stretchout of the interstate construc- 
tion program. The highway question confronting you and the Na- 
tion is simply one of how do we get the money to keep the interstate 
program rolling at the present momentum. The American people 
are satisfied with the progress made so far and look forward to the 
prospect of seeing the program completed at the earliest possible date. 

They are opposed to any interference at this time with the time 
schedule and original intent of Congress as spelled out in the 1956 
legislation. They look to you gentlemen in this Congress for carry- 
ing out that original obiective. Any action short of that goal would 
be considered a breach of faith with the American people. 

The integrity and solvency of the Highway Trust Fund must be 
maintained. The $4.4 billion of additional financing needed to carry 
us through 1964 must and will be found. The Byrd amendment to 
the 1956 highway legislation must be repealed, and we think per- 
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manently. We are confident that both can be done without adding 
to the currently prevailing inflationary pressures. 

Three courses of action are open to the Congress: 

1. Raising additional revenue ; : 

2. Borrowing; and 

3. Curtailing some existing and unnecessary governmental 
expenditures. 

To be more specific, there can be no question as to the soundness of 
the desirability of pay-as-you-go financing, but not on a year-to-year 
basis. 

Nor can there be any valid objection to temporary borrowing. 
The test here is not whether to borrow, but what the borrowing is for, 
and whether the end justifies the means. The original House version 
of making up shortages during the early part of the program through 
Treasury advances to be paid back later with interest is economically 
sound. Time has also proven it to be farsighted and, we think, prac- 
tical and politically feasible. The Treasury could be authorized to 
borrow from the general fund with repayment from the highway 
trust fund later. A Federal highway authority could also be created 
temporarily to issue short-term revenue bonds, or certificates of in- 
debtedness in the name of the highway trust fund. The life of the 
taxes presently going into the trust fund could be extended as a surety 
for such obligations. Such financing would be to the economic life 
of the Nation what home financing by private enterprise is to the 
social fabric of the American family. 

Third, the opportunity is clearly at hand to tackle the job of general 
budget revision and of beginning to make some cuts in seemingly 
unnecessary Federal expenditures. We are not suggesting that we 
rob Peter to pay Paul. We are suggesting a general review of major 
spending programs in order to eliminate inequities, to promote maxi- 
mum growth incentives, and, above all, to determine the worthwhile- 
ness of each major spending program or of some subareas within 
each. Also we feel that in recent years the Federal Government has 
become involved in many activities that in our judgment can be more 
appropriately carried on by State governments, which are often 
better able to judge their needs. 

We are not fiscal experts, but many of our members, particularly 
those serving on the boards of directors of our respective State organ- 
izations, are civic and business leaders and are thus well grounded in 
the matters of tax policy and costs of government. These supporters 
of our highway movement are in general agreement that certain gov- 
ernment services should be operated on a cost basis, that hidden sub- 
sidies should be eliminated and that, in fact, substantial cuts can be 
effected in a number of areas of Federal expenditures. We know 
that budget cutting is not exactly a palatable task politically, but we 
cannot continue to burn the candle at both ends for long if we are 
to continue to furnish world leadership and to keep our way of life. 
First things must come first. 

Yesterday the distinguished member of your committee from Ohio 
asked most of the previous witnesses as to how we can find the money. 
Specialists of costs of government tell us that cuts could and should 
be made in Federal expenditures: 

1. For certain agricultural programs; 
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2. For certain unneeded veterans’ services ; 
3. For transferring back to the States certain public assistance 
programs ; 
4. For eliminating certain postal subsidies; and last, but not 
least; and 
5. For plugging up some of the more notorious tax loopholes 
in our Federal tax structure. 

The American people quite properly recognize the need for main- 
taining essential seteiinentel services and are willing to pay for 
them, but they also rightfully expect the Government to invest their 
tax dollars primarily in urgently needed activities and particularly 
in those which tend to promote the growth of the economy. Highway 
expenditures are the best growth investment the Government can 
make, while certain phases of the five above-mentioned programs are 
either discriminatory, wasteful, or totally unnecessary. 

Tosum up: The National Good Roads Association at a meeting held 
in Omaha, Nebr., on April 25-26, 1959, has instructed me to ask for 
permission to be heard iy your committee at this hearing so that we 
could urge upon you the following course of action: 

That the 86th ret at this first session repeal the Byrd amend- 
ment to the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway Act because of its disruptive 
influence on the orderly construction process of the Interstate and 
Defense Highway System. 

That additional financing be provided—so-called interim finane- 
—to keep the trust fund liquid through 1964. 

hat henceforth all highway user taxes, automotive excise taxes 
included, be allocated to the highway trust fund. 

That the additional financing needed be provided through any of 
net possible methods or a combination of one or more of these, 
namely : 

Raising temporary additional highway user revenues ; 
Borrowing from the Treasury or in the open market ; and 
nonessential, nondefense expenditures in the new 
udget. 

That the present level of interstate construction be maintained. 

That the program be completed on the original schedule and that a 
stretchout of the 0 pe be not considered under any circumstances. 

That, if possible and practicable, the most heavily traveled routes 
of the nationwide Interstate System be rushed to completion. 

That those who use the Interstate System pay on a fair and equitable 
basis for the greater benefits they receive from the use thereof. 

The National Good Roads Association makes these recommenda- 
tions to you because it feels that the cost of the program will rise by 
at least the historic 2 percent inflationary increment that has occurred 
each year for 25 years. Also, the cost of rights-of-way will increase 
by many times that figure. 

Our national] defense cannot wait. 

A stretchout of the program would be a breach of faith with the 
American people, who were promised a system of interstate highways 
within 13 years from 1956; with the 50 State highway departments; 
and with the highway construction industry, which is now geared to 
get the job done on schedule. 
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The earliest possible completion of the system is needed to reduce 
the enormous annual waste of human lives and money—waste caused 
by obsolete and totally inadequate highways. ue ' 

We in the highway movement are deeply appreciative of the untir- 
ing efforts of this committee, and the dedicated chairman of this par- 
ticular subcommittee, made and continue to make to give the American 
people adequate and safe highways. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Hagios, we deeply thank you for waiting for us 
to come back to hear you, and also we appreciate your presence here. 
I also want to apologize to some of your State organizaations. You do 
have some State organizations, do you not ? 

Mr. Haetos. That is right. Some of them are here. 

Mr. Fatton. Well, we had a number of them ask the committee to 
hear them, but we had to defer them because of the many people that 
wanted to be heard. So we thought if we would just take the national 
representatives we could get the information we wanted on that level. 

Mr. Haatos. That was quite agreeable, but I would like the commit- 
tee to know I have here backing me up, even though they knew they 
could not testify here, the former Governor of Nebraska and Mr. 
Greer, and Mr. Mullen of Minnesota. 

Mr. Fatton. We appreciate their interest and maybe at some stage 
of this legislative program we may have to seek their help. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Hagios, you mentioned three alternatives and in 
two cases you mentioned recommendations. You said we could either 
raise revenues or do some borrowing for a period of time, and you 
spelled out how. Or we could cut some Federal program, and spelled 
out the programs you had in mind. You did not spell out the first 
one. 

as were to raise revenues, what specific steps did you have in 
min 

Mr. Hactos. What we had in mind was the administration’s pro- 
posal. Not necessarily, however, at the rate the administration said it 
would raise these funds—114 cents—but we did not think you should 
dismiss the idea of going to highway user taxes in one form or another, 
and we think you should give serious consideration to the administra- 
tion’s proposal, although not perhaps the 114-cent rate. You might 
find some way in the tax structure when the reports come through in 
1961 of finding the revenue in some other area. 

Mr. Batpwrn. You are speaking now in the area of highway- 
user taxes ? 

Mr. Haatos. That is right. 

Mr. Batpwriy. Thank you. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any other questions ? 

(No 

Mr. Fatxon. [f not, thank you very much, Mr. Hagios. 

At this point I would like to ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
record immediately following Mr. Hagios’ testimony a statement 
from Mr. John H. Mullen, executive director of the Minnesota Good 
Roads Association. 
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(The statement of Mr. Mullen is as follows :) 


Minnesota Good Roads, Inc., wishes to present for the record of your com- 
mittee hearing on May 5, 6, and 7, 1959, this expression of our attitudes on 
the Federal-aid highway situation. 

Minnesota Good Roads is an organization of 650 good roads people from all 
parts of our State, headed by 40 directors representing all of the nine congres- 
sional districts. Of these directors only two are connected with the actual 
roadbuilding industry. Business activities of our directs are, in the following 
order: editors, bankers, general businessmen and farmers, and include the 
heads of the Farm Bureau Federation, the Farmer’s Union and the State 
Grange and is truly a cross section of the citizenry of our State. 

Minnesota favors the passage of H.R. 5950, but we are very much concerned 
about the impending shortage in the highway trust fund, The State has 
geared itself up to handle not only the State program, but also the expanded 
Federal-aid program to which the Federal Government is committed by the 
Federal-aid acts of 1956 and 1958. All of the Federal-aid appropriations which 
have been made to Minnesota for the primary, secondary and urban highways 
have been obligated, and it is extremely important to our State that appro- 
priations for 1961 be made before July 1 of this year in order that this work, 
which is the most important to our State, may be continued with the facilities 
we have provided. Engineering personnel has been built up to carry on the 
ABC and interstate work projected by these Federal-aid acts, electronic computa- 
tion methods have been established along with aerial survey facilities; and 
construction forces developed in the past few years in this State are more than 
sufficient to carry on the expanded program on a single shift basis. It would 
be a tragic situation for our State if the Federal-aid program should be re- 
tarded at this time. We strongly urge that the Congress provide the Federal- 
aid funds to carry on the long-range program. We had every reason to believe 
this was a definite commitment from the Federal Government. 

Our State, by its constitution, has dedicated all road user revenues to highway 
purposes. This includes motor fuel and annual motor vehicle license fees which 
are in lieu of all other motor vehicle taxes. 

We consider that the highway user taxes now imposed by the U.S. Govern- 
ment, including the tax on trucks and automobiles, are in the same category as 
in this State and should be dedicated to the highway trust fund. In fact, our 
people assumed that these road user taxes were being so dedicated, but only 
one-half of the tax on trucks is earmarked for road purposes. If the other 
half of the truck tax and all the automobile tax were dedicated to the trust 
fund, that fund would be ample to finance the Federal-aid program. The only 
difference in the State and Federal method of taxing trucks and automobiles 
is that the State collects the tax annually, but the Federal collection of the 
motor vehicle tax is a one-shot deal, therefore the amount of that tax is in fact 
a 5-year payment for the use of Federal-aid highways; 5 years being the mini- 
mum useful life of these motor vehicles. 

We believe we are justified in recommending that the revenues from motor 
vehicles be dedicated to the trust fund. This would stabilize the trust fund 
and allow for long-range planning which isso necessary in the highway program. 
Hundreds of millions of dollars would be saved in the acquistion of right-of- 
way, and more orderly and economical plans for urban development and land 
use would result from such long-range planning. 

We also ask you to consider that the Interstate Highway System was estab- 
lished “because of its primary importance to the national defense,” but that no 
defense funds have been appropriated to the highway trust fund, and on the 
contrary highway user funds are being diverted to the general fund for general 
purposes of the Government, including national defense. 

Minnesota is very anxious that the authorized program be not delayed or 
interrupted for this program is of great importance to our State. The progress 
and well-being of this section of the country is dependent upon developing a 
system of highways which will provide safe and economical transportation 
for our people. This can be accomplished by putting the highway trust fund 
on a stable and solvent basis so that the States can proceed with long-range 
economical planning. 

The Minnesota Legislature, recognizing the imminent danger of a stoppage 
of the work at a time when we are prepared to efficiently proceed with it, 
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unanimously passed the attached resolution, which we respectfully submit for 
your consideration : 


A RESOLUTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY BY TEE MINNESOTA LEGISLATURE AND 
SIGNED BY THE GovERNOR ON Marcu 30, 1959, MEMoRIALIZING THE CONGRESS 
or THE Unitep States To Enact LeGistation DeEpIcATING 100 PERCENT OF 
Roap User Excise Taxes To Highway Use 


Whereas the U.S. Government in cooperation with the States has embarked 
on a program for construction of a network of 41,000 miles of modern inter- 
state and defense highways to be built by the year 1975, in addition to the 
construction and improvement of the State’s regular Federal aid primary and 
secondary highways with their necessary urban connections, all of which are 
necessary to the economic welfare of our country; and 

Whereas Federal aid funds for these highways are derived from taxation 
on highway users, but these taxes are only dedicated in part to the highway 
trust fund, the fund from which Federal aid is disbursed, which will result in 
a deficiency in the trust fund of over a billion dollars per year; and 

Whereas there is danger that an effort will be made to take care of the 
deficiency in the trust fund by imposing an additional 14% cent Federal gas 
tax; and 

Whereas the road users of the country assumed that the Highway Revenue 
Act of 1956, provided that all road user excise taxes be dedicated to highway 
purposes, but in section 209 of this act, subsection (c), the only portion of 
these taxes appropriated to the trust fund were the tax on motor fuel, tires, 
the special tax on heavy trucks, and one-half the tax on trucks and buses; and 
if the tax on automobiles, parts, and the other one-half of the tax on trucks 
and buses, which are truly road user taxes, were also dedicated to the highway 
trust fund, the trust fund would be solvent and would enable the construction 
of the interstate system as contemplated as well as to carry on the regular 
Federal aid program; and 

Whereas these interstate and defense highways were declared to be of pri- 
mary importance for national defense but no defense funds have been appro- 
priated for their construction, but on the contrary highway user funds are 
being appropriated for other Government purposes, including national defense; 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the Legislature of the State of Minnesota, That the Congress of 
the United States be memorialized to amend the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, 
Public Law 627, section 209, (c) to provide that 100 percent of all road user 
excise taxes now imposed be dedicated to the trust fund, to provide solvency 
to that fund and to insure continuity of the road program: Be it further 

Resolved, by the Legislature of the State of Minnesota, That Congress be 
memorialized to impose no additional taxes on the motoring public until all such 
taxes are used for highway purposes: Be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state be instructed to transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President of the United States and each Member of Congress 
from the State of Minnesota. 


Mr. Fatton. Immediately following Mr. Mullen’s statement I 
would like to ask unanimous consent to insert a statement from the 
Ohio Citizens Highway Committee by Mr. Thomas H. Dudgeon, ex- 
ecutive director. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement of Mr. Dudgeon is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, this statement is filed to ex- 
press the interest and endorsement in the passage of H.R. 5950 on behalf of a 
group of informed citizens. The author organization does not represent any 
portion of the highway officials, engineering or construction professions, or in- 
dustry. This statement does not purport to represent the sentiments of the 
government of the State of Ohio, although the statement agrees in purpose and 
in fact with the already filed statement from Ohio’s director of highways. 

The Ohio Citizens Highway Committee is a private, nonpartisan, nonpolitical 
volunteer organization of Ohio’s business, labor, agriculture, and professional 
interests. The group exists to help expedite the rapid and economical con- 
struction of an adequate and integrated highway system for the State of Ohio. 
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This committee represents over 100 separate establishments and organizations 
within the State. 

The interest of a citizens group such as this is an adequate individual trans- 
portation system. Highway construction is of interest only as one of the major 
means to that end. The conviction is inescapable that the average American 
citizen—both private and organization—has already expressed a willingness to 
pay the price for even better than adequate individual transportation mobility. 
The dramatic increase in the purchase of vehicles, the increasing rapidity with 
which those vehicles are “traded in,” the increasing number of miles each ve- 
hicle is driven each year, the high incidence of business fleets, the increasing 
use of motor freight vehicles, and other such trends, all provide indices that the 
citizens’ decision to pay for individual mobility has already been made. 

The “lag” between highway capacity and motor vehicle capacity and use ig 
today’s biggest single problem of an adequate individual transportation system. 
This is a national truth and it is thought that this testimony might be national 
as well as Ohio in application. 

The rapid and dramatic doubling of motor vehicle registrations (now over 4 
million) since World War II in Ohio has created serious problems about which 
Ohio’s informed and responsibile citizens are gravely and justifiably concerned. 

Foremost is the concern about the safety of using our private and business 
vehicles to their fullest potential in terms of enjoyment, convenience, and 
economy. Highway deaths in Ohio have been decreasing when measured in 
ratio to the number of vehicles registered and the number of miles traveled. 
But, this does not alter the fact that the incidence of serious and often fatal 
traffic accidents is for greater than need be if the State’s major heavily used 
roads and streets were safety engineered to the level of today’s knowledge. 
Further details on this point have been vividly displayed in the American Road 
Builders Association testimony before this committee. 

Another major concern in Ohio is the growing conviction that our urban 
areas are rapidly decaying because of the inadequate-streets-and-too-many-ve- 
hicles situation. The situation is one where tomorrow’s slums move to the 
suburbs, while our city centers die from too little business and too much 
transient traffic. The brilliant interstate concept, the ABC program, and Ohio’s 
own responsible State and local highway building and rebuilding programs, 
may already be too little, too late. If the impending delay of adequate Federal 
financing catching up with the interstate program—if such a delay were to be- 
come a reality, the situation could be disastrous for the State’s larger cities. 
Further details on this point are available in the planning offices of every large 
city in the Nation. 

Ohio is a traffic corridor or “bridge” State. This is a function of the 
accident of location rather than initiative. However, because of this fact, 
Ohio must provide a considerable share of the routes for the Nation’s commerce 
and travel as well as for the use of its own citizens. The interlacing of the 
Nation’s railroads over every part of the State is testimony to the fact even 
a century ago this was true. 

It is even more true today, with Ohio’s location as the center of over 60 
percent of the Nation’s consumer and producer markets. As the full potential 
of the St. Lawrence Seaway is developed, Ohio’s “corridor” role will become 
even more demanding. 

The citizens of Ohio are ready, as always, to lend their highways as a com- 
merce and pleasure route serving the Nation as a whole. We know from 
experience that the State must expect to bear most of the burden maintaining 
highways for such through traffic. This cost is generally repaid in other eco- 
nomic advantages. But, the original construction of new highways, such as 
the Interstate System, needs national perspective and participation, as well 
as careful coordination with neighboring States and long-range planning. Such 
coordination and planning becomes ineffective and sometimes impossible without 
adequate Federal financial commitments. 

The specifics of the Ohio financial situation have already been described. 

Briefly, Ohio is further extended, financially, into advance construction of 
our share of the Interstate System than any other State. This is true in spite 
of the great quantity of expensive urban construction necessary in Ohio. We 
have, therefore, much to lose if adequate Federal apportionments are not now 
authorized and financed for at least fiscal year 1962. 

We are proud of the way Ohio has carried out the intent of the Congress to 
build the Interstate System as rapidly and economically as possible. We are 
proud of Ohio’s adherence to the “balanced” road concept, demonstrated not 
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only through the State’s up-to-date ABC program, but also the considerable 
highway construction being planned and already programed with State and 
local funds outside the Federal participation programs. 

In spite of this level of activity, neither the quality nor the “balance” of 
Ohio’s primary and secondary road systems is adequate to meet the traffic 
demands of today’s mass of vehicles. The passage of H.R. 5950 and subsequent 
adequate financial legislation is vital to Ohio’s solution of this problem. 

Since Ohio is a “traffic hub” and could be even more seriously choked with 
traffic dumped at its borders where new capacity roads are yet to be built, the 
continuation of the formula of apportionment, which is aimed toward the 
simultaneous completion of the Interstate System, is also vital to us. 

Ohio has responsibly taken the initiative in solving her own highway problems. 
Our State is ready to continue to provide adequate State and local matching 
funds, but the constant threat that the planned Federal matching funds will not 
be available is a serious deterrent to necessary long-range highway planning. 

Those citizens of Ohio represented by this committee endorse the passage of 
H.R. 5950 as a necessary first step for reexpressing, through action, the Nation’s 
responsibility for continuing the wisely begun solution to the Nation’s highway 
transportation problem. 

Mr. Fatton. The next witness I will ask my colleague from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Baldwin, to nt. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, we are privileged to have with us 
today, Mr. Vickery, assistant highway engineer of the California 
Division of Highways. As the chairman knows this committee had 
the privilege on two occasions in the past 5 or 6 years to visit the 
State of California and to tour some of the highway system in that 
State through the courtesy of Mr. Vickery and other members of the 
division of highways in California. So I think I am expressing the 
feelings of the committee as they were expressed on both those occa- 
sions that the committee felt they were doing a particularly out- 
standing job there. 

At this time, therefore, we would like to welcome Mr. Vickery before 
us and introduce him to the other members of the committee. 

Mr. Faxion. Mr. Vickery, I wanted to express my gratitude for the 
very fine way you have treated us in the past and entertained the 
members of the committee who visited the State of California. On 
my last visit there in December from San Francisco almost down to 
the Mexican border I found that the job California is doing is just 
tremendous and I wish to congratulate your organization out there 
for doing a marvelous job. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. VICKERY, DEPUTY STATE HIGHWAY ENGI- 
NEER, CALIFORNIA DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS 


Mr. Vickery. Thank you very kindly, Mr. Chairman, and let me 
assure you that you are always welcome in California. We are very 
happy to show you California at any time you can come out there. 

vow, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, my name is 
J. W. Vickery, and I am deputy state highway engineer of the State 
of California. It will be my purpose here this afternoon to demon- 
strate to you the present status of the Interstate System in California 
and what the effect on that system will be if this Interstate System 
program in which we are now engaged does not go forward. 

In the little brochure I have handed to you the first thing there is 
ou will find a State map of the State of California showing the 
nterstate System of highways. Up in the right hand corner you 

will see a tabulation which shows the status of that Interstate System 
41436--59— 6 
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insofar as the routes are concerned. The routes, which are colored 
in red, amounting to 72 percent of the system are now adopted by the 
California Highway Commission and i been approved on final 
location by the Bureau of Public Roads. 

What that means is that 72 percent of the Interstate System in 
California is now on the drafting boards. In other words, we have 
from $2 billion to $214 billion to $214 billion of work on the Interstate 
System now on the drafting boards. 

The section in green comprises the routes that have been adopted 
by the California Highway Commission and submitted to the Bureau 
of Public Roads but have not yet been approved. This map is of the 
date of April 1 and it is quite probable approval has been given to 
some of those. 

The routes market in blue are the ones on which studies are now 
underway. 

errs A 87 percent of the system in California is either adopted or 
about to be adopted, or studies are underway. 

The first tabulation on the next page of the brochure shows the 
status of the Interstate System funds in California. There has been 
apportioned to the State of California since the 1956 act went into 
effect, $533,700,000. That has been apporttioned in the fiscal years 
which show up at the top—from the fiscal ear 1957 to 1960. And 
while we use the fiscal year 1959-60 in California, that refers to the 
1960 fiscal year in your terms here. 

We have actually obligated of those $533,700,000, $451,800,000. 
What that means by obligated is that the Bureau of Public Roads have 
put them under agreement for a specific purpose—either right-of-way 
construction or engineering. The balance of the money which is not 
now under agreement is $81,900,000. 

Going to the lower part of the tabulation we have in the 1959-60 
fiscal year budget, your 1960 fiscal year, $242,105,000 of Interstate 
System work. That will require $217,900,000 in matching money. 
Taking the $81,900,000 from that, as shown in the upper tabulation, 
leaves $136 million of Interstate System money we have actually 
budgeted now and we are prepared to go to work with, which is not 
now apportioned. In other words, we expected to get the apportion- 
ment ioe the 1961 fiscal year to cover that money. 

Mr. Fation. Youexpect that by July 1? 

Mr. Vickery. That is correct. And if that money does not come 
forward then, of course, we have to retrench the prdgram; and we have 
already started to slow down. 

Mr. Faxon. That is going to be of serious consequence to your State, 
is it not ? 

Mr. Vickery. It will be very serious as I will try to demonstrate to 
you in the next few minutes. ‘ 

The next tabulation simply shows the rate at which the apportion- 
ment money is going under agreement. It shows by the middle of 
August all of the money now apportioned to California will be under 
agreement. 

The next tabulation shows the status of the freeway system in Calli- 
fornia at the present time. In other words, 97 miles have been actually 
completed to the proper number of lanes; 129 miles have been com- 
pleted but there will be some additional lanes to be added. That makes 
226 miles or 10 percent of the system. 
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Under construction there are 87 miles to the required number of 
janes and 40 miles which will require additional lanes at the present 
time. 

Then there is budgeted or financed 51 miles to the proper number of 
lanes and 9 miles which will need additional lanes. 

Budgeted but not financed there are 41 miles of the required number 
of lanes and 5 miles which will need additional lanes. 

In other words, 459 miles of the system is either completed or re- 
quiring additional lanes budgeted or financed—or, 21 percent of the 

tem. 

In California we budget our projects in one or more fiscal years. 
That is done so as to keep the program moving. In other words, we 
let a contract in which we agree to pay the contractor not more than 
X amount of dollars in the first fiscal year and finish it up in the 
second fiscal year. 

That means, if you want to say so, we are putting a mortgage ahead 
on future funds. Insofar as the fiscal year in which we are now work- 
ing is concerned, we have actually faced a mortgage on money in the 
1961 fiscal year of $75 million. That is the place where we have 
already begun to slow down because we cannot let those contracts 
unless we know that the 1961 money will be apportioned. 

If you will open up the large map showing the Interstate System in 
California, it shows 2,189 miles in total. Then the open section of 413 
miles ‘is the portion that is completed, underway, or finished. The 
hatched section of 46 miles of roads will have to be postponed im- 
mediately ; and 100 miles will have to be postponed in the next fiscal 

ear. 
‘ In your brochure there is a tabulation showing where those projects 
actually are. I would like to make it clear to you that those individual 
projects have not been at this time removed from the budget, but 
unless action is taken either those particular projects or projects in 
like amount and like money will have to be removed from the budget 
and will not be advertised for contract this year. 

In California about 33 percent of the contract dollar goes to labor 
directly on the job. Right now I am talking about that direct labor. 
What that means is that the $68 million does not let the contract. 
There will be 4,000 full-time year jobs that cannot be filled. And in 
the following fiscal year in which $154 million worth of work will 
have to be postponed there will be 10,000 jobs that cannot be filled. 
That does not take into consideration the production of materials or 
the production of equipment, or labor which is engaged in those 
processes. This has to do with direct labor on the job, where materials 
are not produced on the job. 

If materials are produced on the job then the ratio of labor goes up 
and there would be more jobs which will not be filled. But here we 
are dealing with the direct men who are going to be hired directly on 
the contract, when the contract is let. 

Now the Interstate System in California has a benefit ratio of ap- 
proximately three. What I mean by that is that it is estimated the 
traffic savings over a period of 20 years will exceed the cost of the 
+ haat by three times. That applies to the entire system, in Cal- 
ifornia. 

We naturally work ahead and have right-of-way already purchased, 
which will lie idle. We have projects which will stand partially under 
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construction because of the stage of construction. I expressed that 
benefit ratio because that shows a paying proposition. We cannot 
afford not to borrow money, or afford to put on additional duties, or 
afford to do many things to build a project of that sort, because every 
dollar which is not spent, the motorist is losing some place. 

The freeway has a safety record in a ratio of about 4 to 1 in com- 
parison with the road which it will replace and the freeway naturally 
then over a period of years will save many, many lives. 

With regard to engineering, our engineering costs in California are 
roughly 10 percent of our entire expenses. That means in the 1961 
fiscal year there will be a reduction in our engineering forces of about 
40 percent. We have not started to retrench in engineering at the 
present time, but certainly before too many months pass, or if this 
program does not go ahead at the rate which it is now going, we will 
a to retrench in our engineering forces, and it is 40 percent of that 

orce. 

That applies equally well to right-of-way forces, to attorneys, and 
to everyone who has to do with the projects and the California 
program. 

I thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Baupwin. Mr. Vickery, may I ask you a question on fiscal year 
1960 projects. As I understand it from your testimony and the folder 
you have submitted, you mentioned that certain of those projects that 
have been included in your fiscal year 1960 budget will have to be 
preteens unless you can see funds coming up for fiscal year 1961. 

just want to get clear in my own mind the reason for this. 

Since Federal funds have been allocated for fiscal year 1960 in the 
full amount, I am not quite sure that I understand why the projects 
that are budgeted for fiscal year 1960 will be affected by what happens 
on the Federal Government’s part for fiscal year 1961 and 1962. 

Mr. Vickery. Because those particular projects are budgeted to be 
financed in 2 fiscal years. In the 1960 fiscal year it takes a half ora 
little more than that of the project, and the balance would be paid for 
in the 1961 fiscal year, for which there would be no money forthcoming. 

Mr. Bautpwin. In other words, your position is that your State 
would not want actually to issue construction calls for bids until you 
could be assured that the money not only for the first half of the con- 
tract will be forthcoming, but for the following year, which is the 
second half? 

Mr. Vickery. That is correct. What we cannot do is, we cannot 
advertise those types of projects beyond the point where we can pay 
for them ourselves if we did not get this Federal money. 

Mr. Baupwin. Yes. 

Mr. Vickery. The apportionment to California in the 1961 fiscal 
year on the Interstate System will be in the neighborhood of $251 
million. Our entire construction and right-of-way program for that 
year will be about $483 million. The program would drop from $250 
million to $180 million. We could not advertise projects for which 
we could not pay out $183 million. 

Mr. Baupwin. This is a point which has ramifications far beyond 
the State of California. I would assume that the position of the 
California Division of Highways on this type of project, which would 
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be completed over a period of more than one year, would be a position 
comparable to the position other State highway departments would 
be in also. In other words, this one aspect, I might say, has not been 
really brought out very clearly to this committee up to this point. 

But if I understand you correctly, any of the State Divisions of 
Highways which have a project eek yee which will involve a con- 
tract that would run over more than 1 year and will be let in fiscal 
year 1959, will be in the same position as the State of California 
would be in, and it might involve widespread retrenchment in con- 
struction, actually, for fiscal year 1960. 

Mr. Vickery. Of course I cannot speak for other States because I 
do not know what their fiscal policy 1s, but I do know the situation 
in California. I would also like to point out that the right-of-way 
expenditure in fiscal year 1960 is buying rights-of-way for the 1961 
1962, and 1963 fiscal years. So that right-of-way program would 
have to be entirely revamped in the 1960 fiscal year unless the con- 
struction money was forthcoming for the following years. 

I make those points clear to try to bring out to you the necessity for 
long-range planning. If this work is to be done economically and 
efficiently it must be done on that basis. By the time you start to 
design a freeway, after the road has been determined, and you start 
to design and clear rights-of-way, it will be 5 years before the freeway 
is built, and in some instances 5 years before the construction is 
started. But during that period of time you are buying rights-of- 
way; and if this money is not forthcoming the entire program has to 
be revamped. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Vickery, do you think that was the intent of Con- 
gress, when the program was initiated in 1956, so that there would 
not be any peaks and valleys? The testimony here dealt with the 
tremendous cost involved. An orderly program of long-range plan- 
ning oe advocated so as to avoid peaks and valleys with subsequent 
setbacks. 

Mr. Vickery. I certainly do, Mr. Fallon. I would like to point 
out something you know better than I do, namely, that the 1956 act 
would or does three very important things. In the first place it says 
that there shall be so much money allocated. In the second place 
it says it is the intent of Congress to build this. But in the third 
place it says, if the trust fund is insufficient the Congress will do 
something about it. 

Certainly that promotes long-range planning, and that is the basis 
on which California is geared. We are geared to that program and 
any setback on that program for 1 or 2 or 3 years completely upsets 
that. So instead of building the Interstate System of Highways, if 
this program is advanced or broken up we will do something entirely 
different from what we started out to do. 

Mrs, Burrow. Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment the statement 
you made, Mr. Vickery, and say this. Unfortunately all States are 
not following the same program California is following in this 
instance. The purpose of the bill originally as passed by this Con- 
gress was to encourage the kind of program you are trying to follow 
mn California. 

Mr. Vickery. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Fation. Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. I would like to compliment Mr. Vickery also. I 
have had the privilege of serving in the State senate out in California 
for 10 years and I know what a fine job Mr. Vickery and Mr. Read, 
who is legal counsel of our highway department out there have pro- 
vided in California, and I am sure it is recognized throughout the 
United States. 

Mr. Vickery. Thank you. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Vickery, could you estimate percentagewise or 
dollarwise as far as California is concerned what the additional cost 
would be if this program were delayed this period of time because of 
lack of financing ? 

Mr. Vickery. No;I cannot. The cost would be tremendous. It is 
so tremendous that I could not estimate it. The economic loss that 
would be involved by reason of not going ahead with this program 
would be tremendous. 

As I said a moment ago, in California we have a program that has 
a factor of three. In other words, in 20 years it will save three times 
the amount of money it will cost to build it. Every year you delay 
under the program it will cost more money, and there is that tremen- 
dous setback to the equipment industry and the materials industry and 
everything that goes into highways, outside of throwing lots of people 
into unemployment. I would not even hazard a guess as to what it 
would cost in California if the system does not go ahead, but I can 
say it would be tremendous. 

Mr. Cramer. Could you estimate what the additional cost in terms 
of cost of construction might be ? 

Mr. Vickery. Construction costs have been going up in California 
until about the last two quarters, and then they have gone down some- 
what. It is pretty hard to estimate it. If you struck an average line 
through the construction cost index you would probably get a rise of 
about 5 to 6 percent per year. 

Mr. Cramer. The cost I am referring to is the cost resulting from 
the delay. What additional cost would result from that? 

Mr. Vickery. I could not estimate it in dollars. 

Mr. Cramer. It would besubstantial though ? 

Mr. Vickery. It would be tremendous. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield? Is it not true that per- 
haps as big a percentage increase as anything is the cost of acquiring 
rights-of-way in California 
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Mr. Vickery. That is correct. 

Mr. Baupwin. And 1 or 2 or 3 years of delay in that could be some- 
thing that would require as much as a 50-percent increase in some 
places as a result of the industrialization occurring in some areas. 

Mr. Vickery. That is right. I might put in the record that we have 
in California a revolving fund from which we purchase right-of-way 
in advance, which revolving fund started with about $26 million and 
has been rolled over once or twice. At least more than once. In the 
first rollover that $26 million was estimated to save about $165 million. 
So that gives you an idea of what the cost of right-of-way would be. 

Mr. Cramer. I will say to the gentleman from California, Califor- 
nia and Florida have something in common in this instance anyway. 

Mr. Scuerrer. Has the present State administration of the State 
of California, Mr. Vickery, taken a position on the President’s recom- 
mendaticn that the gasoline tax be increased ? 

Mr. Vickery. No. 

Mr. Scuerer. In order that the trust fund might be replenished to 
do this job? 

Mr. Vickery. California did not take a position on that 114 cents 
increase. We very definitely did not take any position on it. Nor 
did we take a position on any other method of financing because we 
believe it can be done only by the Congress. 

Mr. Scuerer. You do not have any suggestions for us? 

Mr. Vickery. I have no suggestions as to the method of financing. 
No. 

Mr. Scuerer. You understand that is the whole key to the problem 
we are facing? 

Mr. Vickery. I understand that. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scurrer. Raising the money. 

Mr. Vickery. I understand that quite well. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any other questions? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Fatiton. Thank you very much, Mr. Vickery. 

Mr. Vickery. Thank you. 

Mr. Fation. Without objection the tabulations prepared by Mr- 
Vickery will be made a part of the record at this point. 
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(The tabulations and maps referred to are as follows :) 
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HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 
Financing 
Apportionment (1956 and subsequent Federal-aid acts) : 
Fiscal year— 
1957-58 
1958-59 
1959-60 


Total apportionment to California__-_ 
Total funds obligated (under agreement for specific projects) ....- 


451, 800, 000 
Balance available. 81, 900, 000 
Status of unobligated interstate projects 1959-60 fiscal year budget 


Construction $158, 095, 000 
Right-of-way -——— 82, 959, 000 
Total ____ 242, 105, 000 
Federal funds required to obligate $242,105,000 217, 900, 000 
Unobligated balance Apr. 1, 1959-1960 - 81,900,000 
Additional Federal funds required__ 136, 000, 000 
Construction 61, 300, 000 
Right-of-way - 74, 700, 000 
Total a ed _ 136, 000, 000 
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Construction, full freeway on final interstate location 
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Interstate projects tentatively proposed for postponement—From 1959-60 fiscal 


year construction budget 


District, county, route, 
and section 


Description 


Length 
(miles) 


Total cost 


III-Nev-37-B, C, 


VII-LA-26-E, 
LA, MonP. Am 


VII-LA-26-BwP, B, 
Idy, E, EMte. 


Pom, 


VII-LA-173, 165-LA, 
LA. 

VII-LA-173-LA 

X-Sol-7-H, B_......... 


X-Sol-74-B............ 
XI-SD-12-LMsa, 


Total 


0.8 mile north of Shotgun Creek to 0.5 mile 
south of Castella; grade, pave, and struc- 
tures for a 4-lane freeway. 

Soda Springs to 1.3 miles west of junction of 
Routes 37 and 38; grade, pave, and struc- 
tures to relocate as 4-lane freeway over 
Donner Summit. 

Lyon St. to Route 56; grade, pave, and struc- 
tures for 8-lane freeway approach to the 
Golden Gate Bridge. 

San Bernardino Freeway—Long Beach 
Freeway to Rosemead Blvd.; grade, pave, 
and structures to widen from 6-lane to 

freeway. 

San Bernardino Freeway—Rosemead Blvd. 
to Puente Ave.; grade, pave, and struc- 
tures to widen from 6-lane to 8-lane free- 


San Freeway—0.2 mile east of 
San Dimas Ave. to San Bernardino 
County line; grade and pave to widen 
from 4-lane to 6-lane way. 

Santa Monica Freeway—Oak St. to Main 
8t.; structure and approaches for 8-lane 
freeway viaduct including a portion of the 
Monica-Harbor way inter- 

Santa “M Monica Freeway—0.1 mile west of 
Main 8t. to Hooper Ave.; structure and 
approaches for 8-lane freeway viaduct. 

Route 8 at Cordelia to Chadbourne Rd.; 
grade, pave, and structures to convert 
from 4-lane expressway to 6-lane and 8- 
lane freeway. 

Route 7 to west of Benicia City limit; grade, 
pave, and structures for 4-lane freeway. 
0.6 mile east of Lake Murray Blvd. to Route 
198; grade, pave, and structures to convert 

4-lane expressway to 8-lane freeway. 


North 


6.1 


10.3 


1.2 


5.3 
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5.7 


$8, 300, 000 


17, 200, 000 


5, 100, 000 


2, 000, 000 


2, 250, 000 


1, 500, 000 


12, 500, 000 
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47, 600, 000 
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23, 550, 000 
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Interstate projects tentatively proposed for postponement—From 1960-61 fiscal 


year construction budget 


District, county, 
route, and section 


Description 


Length 
(miles) 


Total cost 


1960-61 
program 


lII-Nev-37-B, C, D..- 


Nev-37-E; A-- 


IV-Ala-5-Oak, Emv--- 
IV-CO-75-H, Mtz---.- 
IV-COC-107-A, 
......-.-.- 


IV-SF-224-SF . ....---- 
VII-LA-4, 158-LA, LA. 
VII-LA-26-W Cov....- 
VII-LA-158-8igH, 
LBeh, D. 
VII-LA-158-LA, C.... 


VII-LA-158-C, LA..-.. 


VII-LA-158-LA. 


VIELA-178, 165-LA, 


North of Cottonwood to Anderson; grade, 
pave, and structures for a 4-lane freeway; 
portion not on Interstate System. 

0.8 mile north of Shotgun Creek to 0.5 mile 
south of Castella; grade, pave, and struc- 
tures for a 4-lane freeway. Postponed in 
1959-60 fiscal year. 

Eagle Lakes frontage road about 1 mile 
west of Cisco; grade and pave a 2-lane road. 

Soda Springs to 1.3 miles west of junction of 
Routes 37 and 38; grade, pave, and struc- 
tures to relocate as 4-lane freeway over 
Donner Summit. Postponed in 1959-60 
fiscal year. 

1 mile west of Emigrant Gap to 2.8 miles 
west of Cisco; grade, pave, and structures 
for a 4-lane freeway. 

Route 98 to Howe Ave.; grade and pave for 
8-lane and 6-lane freeway. 

Grand Ave. to Park Blvd.; grade, pave, and 
structures for 8-lane freeway. 

Junction Route 106 to Escobar St.; grade, 
pave, and structures for 4-lane freeway. 
South of Danville to Walnut Creek; grade, 
pave, and structures for 4-lane freeway. 
Lyon St. to Route 56; grade, pave, and 
structures for 8-lane freeway approach to 
the Golden Gate Bridge. Postponed in 

1959-60 fiscal year. 

Clay Street ramps; grade, pave, and struc- 
tures for l-ramp connections. 

Golden State Freeway: 0.1 mile north of 
Osborne St. to San Fernando Rd.; grade, 
pave, and structures for 8-lane freeway. 
San Diego Freeway: Nordhoff St. to 
Route 4 (portions); grading and miscel- 
laneous structures for 8-lane freeway. 

San Bernardino Freeway: at Grand Ave.; 
grade, pave, and structure for overcrossing. 

San Diego Freeway: 0.2 mile east of Atlantic 
Ave. to 0.1 mile east of Long Beach Free- 
way; grade, pave, and structures for 8-lane 
freeway. 

San Diego Freeway: 0.1 mile east of Alameda 
St. to Carson St.; grade, pave, and struc- 
tures for 8-lane freeway. 

San Diego Freeway: 0.2 mile south of Carson 
St. to 190th St.; grade, pave, and structures 
for 8-lane freeway. 

San Diego Freeway: 0.3 mile south of Casi- 
ano Rd. to Nordhoff St. (portions); grade, 

ave, and structures for 8-lane freeway to 
alley Vista Blvd., grading for 8-lane free- 
way from Burbank Blvd. to Nordhoff St. 

Santa Ana Freeway: Long Beach Freeway 
to Atlantic Blvd.; grade and pave to widen 
from 6-lane to 8-lane freeway. 

Santa Monica Freeway: Hoover St. to Oak 
St.; grade, pave, structures for 8-lane 

Santa Monica Freeway: Oak St. to Main 
St.; structure and for 8-lane 
freeway viaduct inclu a portion of the 
Santa Monica-Harbor Freeway inter- 
ch . Postponed in 1959-60 fiscal year. 

Santa Monica Freeway: 0.1 mile west of 
Main to Hooper Ave.; structure and ap- 
for 8-lane freeway viaduct. 

ostponed in 1959-60 fiscal year. 


2.4 


(5. 9) 


(1.1) 
(10. 3) 


5.2 


2.1 
1.6 
3.2 
6.4 
(1. 2) 


(.3) 
6.4 


(1.3) 


$550, 000 


(*) 


150, 000 
(*) 


8, 800, 000 


1, 000, 000 
5, 500, 000 
3, 400, 000 
10, 000, 000 
(*) 


975, 000 
14, 500, 000 


200, 000 
8, 500, 000 
4, 600, 000 
8, 200, 000 


13, 900, 000 


800, 000 
4, 600, 000 


(*) 


(*) 


$550, 000 


3, 300, 000 


150, 000 
9, 700, 000 


6, 000, 000 


1, 000, 000 
4, 500, 000 
3, 400, 000 
5, 000, 000 

700, 000 


975, 000 
12, 500, 000 


200, 000 


7, 000, 000 


4, 600, 000 


7, 000, 000 


10, 300, 000 


800, 000 
4, 600, 000 


5, 000, 000 


1, 500, 000 
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Interstate projects tentatively proposed for postponement—From 1960-61 fiscar 
year construction budget—Continued 


District, county, Description Length} Total cost 1960-61 
route, and section (miles) program 

VII-Ora-158-B, HntB, | San Diego Freeway: 0.1 mile east of Hunt- 3.8 $9, 000,000 | $8, 000, 000 

OC, Wtm. ington Beach Blvd. to 0.5 mile east of 
Bolsa Chico Rd.; grade, pave, and struc- 
tures for 6-lane freeway. 

VIII-S Bd-26-D-..___.- Pepper Ave. interchange; grade, pave, and |__.._..- 350, 000 350, 000 
structure for overcrossing. 

VIII-S Bd-26-E, A, South E St. to Colton Ave,; grade, pave, and 5.4 6, 100, 000 3, 800, 000 

Rid. structures for 6-lane 
VIII-S Bd-26-190- Colton Ave to Reservoir Canyon; grade, 4.6 6, 800, 000 4, 200, 000. 
Rid, B, Rid. pave, and structures for 6-lane freeway. 

VITI-SBd-31-G___..... 3.0 miles east of Barstow to Daggett-Yermo 3.1 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 
Rd.; grade, pave, and structures for 4-lane 
freeway. 

VIII-SBd-31-K, L_...- Cronese to 2.0 miles east of Baker; grade, 19.7 8, 100, 000 6, 200, 000 
pave, and structures for 4-lane freeway. 

X-Sol-Nap-7-G, A, H_| North of Greenfield Ave. in Vallejo to junc- 6.7 14, 000, 000 9, 000, 000 
tion Route 8 at Cordelia; grade, and 
structures for 8-lane freeway, pave for 6- 
lane freeway. 

X-Sol-74-B, Ben, O_...| West city limit of Benicia to junction new 3.3 4, 250, 000 4, 250, 000 
Route 75; grade, pave, and structures for 
4-lane freeway. 

XI-Imp-27-A, B_...-_- 1.4 miles west of Gray’s Well to 0.5 mile west 6.9 3, 100, 000 3, 100, 000 
of Ogilby Rd.; grade, pave, and structures . 
for 4-lane freeway. 

XI-SD-2-SD. ......... Division St. (S. C. L. San Diego) to Market 3.2 4, 000, 000 4,000, 000 
St.; structures for 8-lane freeway. 

XI-SD-2-SD.......... Market St. to Palm St.; grade, pave, and (2. 5) 5, 400, 000 5, 400, 000 
Suen structures to complete 8-lane 

reeway. 

XI-8D-2-SD.......... 0.7 mile north to 3.2 miles north of Balboa 2.5 3,800,000 | 3, 800,000 
Ave.; grade, pave, and structures for 8- 
lane freeway. 

XI-SD-2-A, B__....... At San Elijo and Batiquitos Lagoons; grad- |_-_.....- 2,900, 000 2, 900, 000 
ing and structures for 8-lane freeway. 

199.2 | 154,475,000 | 144, 775,000 


1 This total includes only the miles of usable freeways that were proposed to be started in 1960-61 fiscal year, 


Mr. Fation. I am going to ask Mr. Broomfield if he will present 


the next witness. 


Mr. Broomrrerp. I am very pleased to have with us, Mr. Chairman 
and members of the committee, two outstanding members from Mich- 
igan from the State Highway Commission and the Detroit commission, 

r. Mackie and Mr. Richards, respectively. 

At this time I would like to intréduce Mr. Glenn Richards, who is 
public works commissioner for Detroit. He is also here represeay 


the American Municipal Association, a position he has h 
He has been 


ears, 


for many 
fore this committee as chairman of our legis- 


ative group since 1944, and it is a real pleasure for me to have not 
only Mr. Richards but Mr. Mackie with us today. 


STATEMENT OF GLENN RICHARDS, PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSIONER, | 


DETROIT, MICH., APPEARING FOR AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSO- 


CIATION 


Mr. Ricwarps. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 
pleasure for me to be back with you. 
Mr. Fation. We are delighted to have you once more. 
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Mr. Ricuarps. Mr. Chairman and Members of the House Com- 
mittee on Public Works, I am Glenn Richards, commissioner of public 
works, city of Detroit, Mich. It has been my pleasure to appear before 
this committee and other congressional committees for the past 15 
years on behalf of the American Municipal Association. I am appear- 
ing today as chairman of its committee on highways. 

i oun like to say, before I start my statement, that I bring the 
greetings of your former chairman, Mr. Dondero, who served many 
years on this committee, and to whom I think we all owe a great deal 
of respect for spies out the Interstate System program. I saw 
him last weekend and he sends his regards to this committee. 

I would like to state I have read the statement made by the American 
Association of State Highway Officials, and concur in that statement. 
The cities and highway officials are working hand in hand and many 
of the details that have been discussed by Mr. Bartelsmeyer yesterday 
are such that we agree on them and I will not try to repeat them. We 
all have heard them and we admit to them. 

I have also read the statement of Senator Jennings Randolph and 
I would like to point out he made the statements in his statement the 
day before yesterday that we made in the American Municipal Asso- 
ciation in 1944, namely, that the farmer is pretty well out of. the mud 
and it is high time we get the city people out of the traffic mud. 

I was very nappy to see that Mr. Randolph stressed that point. 
My remarks will be pointed to our urban problems and I will be ver 
happy to answer any other part of the program, or anything else 
am familia with, but I would like to stick pretty close to our urban 

roblem. 

. The American Municipal Association is the national association of 
municipal governments in the United States. It represents nearly 
13,000 cities throughout the Nation, including all the State associa- 
tions of municipalities. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 constitutes one of the great, 
visionary programs created by the U.S. Congress. It is particularly 
noteworthy because it established a national goal of highway develop- 
ment. The National System of Interstate and Defense Highways is 
being built to standards deemed adequate to handle the volume of 
traffic forecast for 1975. Financing through the highway trust fund 
was established utilizing certain highway-user taxes. 

_ The program was adopted only after the Bureau of Public Roads, 
m cooperation with the States, prepared for Congress the study 
“Needs of the Highway Systems, 1955-84.” Total cost of the nec- 
essary construction to modernize the nation’s roads and streets for 
all levels of government in a 10-year span shown by the study came 
to the astounding figure of $101 billion. 

_ Therefore, Congress originated and enacted a long-range capital 
improvement program of the most crucial importance to this country. 
This committee was one of the prime movers in this effort. I might 
say the prime mover. 

_From the viewpoint of the cities of the United States, the Federal 
highway program is particularly unique and valuable, because it 
gives substantial recognition to the urban highway responsibilities of 
the national Government. It is our understanding that slightly un- 
der half of Interstate System money will be used to construct urban 
highway facilities. 
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Many of us still do not realize the extent to which we have become 
an urban nation, let alone the handlong rate at which we are becoming 
more and more urbanized. During the years 1956-76, over 60 million 
new Americans must be absorbed into our economy and society. With- 
out doubt, very few of these people will settle on farms or in other 
rural settlements. Over the past 5 years, 97 percent of the increase 
in population has occurred in the 174 standard metropolitan areas, 
where 67 percent of all Americans reside on only 7 percent of the total 
land area in the country. 

Where we find concentrations of people, we find motor vehicles and 
traffic. According to the Bureau of Public Roads, 42.4 percent of 
all 1957 travel took place on urban highways and streets. 

Municipal transportation difficulties are of momentous proportions, 
Cities are the terminals for highway traffic whether they are passen- 
ge cars, trucks or buses, and they are the hubs of State, county and 

ederal highway systems. Cities are the dynamos which electrify 
and motivate our entire system of living and working. 

Accordingly, we are very pleased with the excellent start made in 
getting the new Federal highway program into high gear. The na- 
tional municipal policy, as formulated by the American Municipal 
Association, states : 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 provides for a balanced road construce- 
tion program based on need. Surveys show that this need is greatest in and 
around our traffic-choked cities. Every effort should, therefore, be made to 
complete the vital urban sections at the earliest possible date. 

The State highway departments and the Bureau of Public Roads 
deserve our congratulations for getting and keeping the program on 
schedule. And the cities of the US. want to keep it that way. 

We conducted a poll of our membership concerning the financial 
crisis which jeopardizes the Federal highway program. They were 
asked to choose between (1) continuing the present financing and 
legislation, and (2) suspension or repeal of section 209(g) (the Byrd 
amendment) of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, combined with 
some method of supplying the additional revenues needed. The pre- 
liminary response to date has been overwhelmingly against a stretch- 
out of the period of construction and for suspension or repeal of the 
Byrd amendment. Our members want to proceed with the same dis- 
patch envisioned by the 1956 act. 

We have gone on record year after year as saying that 16 years is 
too long to wait for this program, and we ought to find ways and 
means of getting this completed in 10 years. 

I would like to say also in Michigan you will hear from our State 
highway commissioner, and he has set up a 10-year program in which 
we will try our darndest to finish this highway program there in 10 
years. e are mighty proud of the work he is doing. i 

So far we have heard from member cities and 18 State municipal 
associations representing 5,565 municipalities. Only five cities and 
one association have voted for continuing without change in the present 
financing legislation. : 

The preliminary returns indicate that of the three alternatives 
voted on, the majority favor borrowing for the highway trust fund 
from the Treasury, with repayment, including interest, from the trust 
fund as surpluses in it become available. The two other methods of 
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financi resented were to: (1 increase the Federal gasoline and 
ta cents temporari fiscal 1964, or (2) earmark 
for the trust fund those remaining motor vehicle excise taxes now going 
into the general fund. We will be most happy to furnish the com- 
mittee with results of the survey upon completion if you desire. 

Mr. Scuerer. I would like to congratulate this witness. This is 
the first witness outside of the administration who recommended to 
the Congress what he feels it should do about the refinancing of the 
trust. fund. 

Mr. Ricwarps. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Fatiton. I am certainly glad that the gentleman from Ohio 
has expressed his pleasure at your testimony. 

Mr. Scuerer. Well, that is what has been worrying me. 

Mr. Ricrarps. Other persons testifying before this committee 
will advise you about the serious consequences which would flow from 
a drastic cutback in the program. Industry and the States would 
obviously suffer immensely. At the same time, it should be re- 
membered that many cities have similiarly coordinated their planning 
and construction programs with the Federal-aid program. They, too, 
would be placed in difficult situations in the event of a stretchout. 

The extent to which municipal governments are committeed to street 
rograms is indicated by their 1957 expenditures amounting to 114 

billion. Since Federal, State, city, and county road systems constitute 
a single, integrated network, failure of the Federal program to go 
forward as planned would be a very damaging blow to achieving com- 
prehensive transportation plans on a regional and local basis. 

One of our principal concerns is that governmental capital im- 
rovement programs—including such items as highways, educational 
acilities, water and sewerage facilities—are not keeping up with our 

national growth. Backlogs caused by a depression and two wars, 
obsolescence, and growth all combine to establish an estimated $204 
billion of State and local construction requirements (Department of 
Commerce estimate of 4 years ago). It is much more now. The 
highway program established by the 1956 act is one area of public 
responsibility where an imaginative and aggressive approach is 
underway. The very least we can do is to carry out this well-conceived 
plan of action. 

When I last appeared before this committee, I expressed the con- 
cern of AMA regarding the blending together of citywide development 
plans and State highway plans. An adequate urban highway trans- 
portation service will provide for— 
the most expeditious movement of people and goods in harmony with plans for 
urban development, or in a manner to aid in proper urban development. 

Much has been accomplished over the past year in this respect through 
the joint committee on highways of the American Municipal Associa- 
tion and the American Association of State Highway Officials.. The 
recent Sagamore Conference on Highways and Urban Development 
sponsored by that joint committee has also assisted greatly. Several 
sections of the national municipal policy are pertinent at this point. 

I would like to make available to the committee copies of the recent 

Sagamore Conference on Highways and Urban Development, spon- 


Sored by cities and traffic engineers. It is just off the press and I 


think if is the first distribution outside of our own association. It 
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is worthwhile and we. hope you. ;will, take the. time to read it, It 
stresses the very important fact which we tried to stress year after 
ear: That good intergovernmental relations and good teamwork 
tween cities and counties and States and the Federal Government 
is so vitally necessary to the whole highway program, and until the 
cities and counties and States get that teamwork, you will not go 
very far in the program. Those cities that do have that teamwork 
are way out ahead. They are really getting their highways. Those 
that do not have this teamwork are fighting each other. 
A typical example came up in one of our large cities the other day, 
where the highway commission said, “We don’t want any express- 
yays unless you can come along with us and help us join them. We 
would rather not have them, otherwise, because they do more harm 
than good.” It brings out the point that you have to have closer 
relationships. You cannot write it into the law that it should be 
done, but the whole program, in order to be done, has to be done 
cooperatively. 
The sections of the National Municipal Association policy that I 
wish to point out to you that are pertinent are as follows: 


The first duty of each municipality is to prepare a master street and highway 
plan as part of its comprehensive general plan, relate it to the State highway 
system, and develop at the earliest opportunity a realistic and practical ap- 
praisal of its highway needs. 

Coordinated and unified action of all local governments is necessary to work 
out the urban highway problems within a State. The initiative should come 
from the municipilities, which unite in planning and in obtaining necessary 
legislation. Cooperation and teamwork among all State and local highway 
agencies is the key to securing a sound legislative and financing program for 
highways and streets. 

The State highway system, including the urban links, should constitute a 
well-integrated, long-range plan for the entire State. The State highway depart- 
ments should be urged to prepare and publish a continuous 5-year construction 
program for the State highway system, including urban and rural highways. 

Within each State there should be an overall highway plan for the State 
including the federally aided highways, the primary State highway system, 
secondary State highway system, the State and county roads within cities, 
and the purely local roads in all jurisdictions. In any given governmental 
unit such as a city or county there ought to be cooperative planning study of 
the highway needs of that area. In any jurisdiction, incorporated place, 
county, or State, all streets or highways should be considered as part of a 
single integrated highway plan. This implies the need for joint planning 
of federally aided highways in cities by Federal, State, and local officials; of 
State highways within cities by State, city, and perhaps county highway 
officials. Such steps are necessary for integration of the street and highway 
system of the country. 


The nationa] municipal policy also calls for the creation of urban 


representation and staffing at the highest level in State highway 


departments. Progress has been made by the States and by the Bureau 


of Public Roads in this regard. We urge, however, that the States 
voluntarily continue to form such urban staffs as speedily as possible. 


You will also be interested in two of our policies on the subject of 


financing. The first one relates primarily to State governments: 


There should be a more equitable distribution of highway user revenues 
on the basis of road use. Although in some States large sums are distributed 
to be used in cities, in most States an equitable distribution will require that 
substantial increases be provided for municipal streets and highways. 

Municipalities are fully justified in requesting the State governments to 
construct and maintain the State and Federal highways within municipal limits 
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on the same basis as outside municipalities. There is no justifiable distinction 
between parts of State highways within and without incorporated places. 

The second one requests action by the Congress of the United States, 
and we would particularly like to call it to your attention and empha- 
size it at this time: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the American Municipal Association 
that secondary as well as major city streets within the corporate limits of 
municipalities should be eligible for Federal aid in the same proportion that 
Federal aid is available for the roads outside cities. The Congress is urged to 
amend existing highway legislation to that end. 

By this we mean that Federal-aid secondary funds should be eligible 
for expenditure without regard to the urban or rural character of the 
area served. Secondary funds under the present procedure can be 
used only on the rural portions of the Federal-aid secondary system 
except for States having a population density over 200 per square 
mile. 

That means a county road, or State secondary road, coming up to 
a city-limit line cannot have any State funds. It stops at the city. 
Therefore, many of our feeder roads that are necessary to work effi- 
ciently cannot be improved. They are county roads, and the county 
does not have money to do it with, and there is nothing that can 
be done about it. We only ask that the same consideration be given on 
the roads that connect the Interstate System as you give to the roads 
outside of the cities. 

I would like to stress that point because I brought it up before. 

' In addition, we feel the apportionment formula for Federal-aid 
primary and secondary roads and their urban extensions need to be 
reexamined in light of the urban explosion previously emphasized in 
my remarks, The present formula should allow a greater proportion 
of the ABC funds for urban extensions of the primary and secondary 
systems. 

i conclusion, we support the adoption of H.R. 5950; further sus- 
pension or repeal of section 209(g); borrowing from the Treasury to 

nance the temporary deficit in the highway trust fund; and a review 
of the entire financing formula in 1961 when the highway cost. alloca- 
tion study and AASHO road tests will be completed. 

I would like to add one more point. Yesterday in one of our Detroit 
apers there was an editorial pointing out 8,000 and more lives were 
ost in our highway systems in the last 3 months. We all know it runs 
about 40,000 lives lost per year. I would say we cannot afford a 
month or a year’s delay, and certainly not a 4-year delay in this pro- 
gram, because every year we put off we are killing more and more 
a on our obsolete highway system. I say that from experience, 

ause in Detroit our death rate has been going down and down, 
and I would like also to leave a little brochure to show you what can 
be done in a situation where you do have limited-access highways. 

We have 25 miles completed, and our accident and death rate went 
down every year since we started opening up the expressways, which 
is because the pedestrians, who make up a large part of the death rate, 
cannot get out onto the limited-access highways. They cannot 
across them, The railroads cannot go across the limited-access high- 
ways, either. Your limited-access highways have divisions from 
head-on traffic. 
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So I say if we step up this program—and I suppose we will have 
to be satisfied this year with the allotment, but all of us want to 
make every effort to cut down this unreasonable death rate on our 
highways—the only way we will do it is to modernize our highway 
systems, because you can pick up your own county paper every day 
and see people are being killed needlessly because they are trying to 
mix fast and slow traffic and are letting pedestrians run around the 
highways at will. You will not do much about that until you mod- 
ernize our whole expressway system in the country. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Farion. Thank you very much, Mr. Richards. Are there any 
questions ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Richards, you mentioned a few moments ago 
that the State of Michigan, you felt, would make a tremendous effort 
to complete the Federal Interstate System in 10 years. As you 
undoubtedly know, there has been a little adverse publicity about the 
financial problems of the State of Michigan, and I am sort of curious 
as to how you plan to complete your Federal program in 10 years, 

Mr. Ricwarps. I am glad you asked that because of the things you 
read in the papers, but Michigan, in my opinion, is one of the most 
well-off States in the country. If we are going to the poorhouse, we 
are going well heeled. We are not in bad shape. We have a little 
conflict there on how to raise taxes. We have not had any tax rise 
in Michigan on the State level in a long time, and it is high time we 
did, because we are able to pay taxes there. We have the money. 
More people have more money in banks in Michigan from the workers 
than there ever has been. So people outside of Michigan are worry- 
ing more than we are. We do not like the publicity, but I do not 
think in Michigan we are broke, and that we will not be able to carry 
out the program. We have the best State and we believe we will be 
able to keep it that way. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerer. I mentioned the fact before that you and your asso- 
ciation in your report have recommended to this committee and to the 
Congress a possible method of replenishing the money for the trust 
fund, so that we could go forward with the program which we all 
want. I notice you say on page 3 of your report: 

The preliminary returns indicate that of the three alternatives voted on, the 
majority favor borrowing for the highway trust fund from the Treasury, with 
repayment, including interest, from the trust fund as surpluses in it become 
available. 

Did you happen to be here the other day when Mr. Tallamy testified? 

Mr. Ricuarps. No; but I read his testimony. 

Mr. Scuerer. You remember, his testimony indicated even if the 
Congress would adopt the administration’s proposal and vote the 
additional 114-cent gas tax, that there would not be sufficient funds in 
the trust fund to complete the Interstate System in the allotted time. 
So this surplus will not exist. You can see that. 

Mr. Ricuarps. No; I can’t see it, Congressman. 

Mr. Scuerer. Will you explain it to me then? 

Mr. Ricwarps. I am not a finance man. 

Mr. Scnerer. I am not either. 
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Mr. Ricwarps. And I think that is a that am not 
to answer. All I can say is we did poll all of our cities to find how 
they would like to dothe job. Mr. Tallamy could be 100 percent right. 
I am not qualified to say he is right or votre. 

Mr. Screrer. It will take, as he said, $9 billion more than we origi- 
nally contemplated that will have to be allocated to the trust fund in 
order to finish this system on time. So according to his testimony 
there will not be any surplus from which you could borrow at this 
time; that is, any surplus from the trust fund. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Yes. I have seen curves that indicate there will 
be adequate funds in the late years to pay it off. Again, I am not 
qualified to say whether that is right or wrong. 

Mr. Scuerer. I was shown those curves, too, and I thought it might 
be a good way of doing it until I heard some of the testimony pre- 
sented here. 

Mr. Ricuarps. I do not know. 

Mr. Scuerer. I felt the same way, Mr. Richards, until I heard the 
testimony about the tremendous increase in the cost of completing 
this system. 

Mr. Ricuarps. I am sure all of our cities will not pay a little more 
taxes if we can get by without it. That is it, probably. I know they 
prefer no new taxes if they can help it. 

Mr. Scuerer. That is all. 

Mr. Broomrrevp. I would like to compliment Mr. Richards, who 
I believe is a constituent of mine, living in Ferndale. 

Mr. Ricuarps. That is right. 

Mr. Broomrtetp. I thought it was an excellent statement and your 
comments were excellent about the financial condition of Michigan. 
The way you talk I would like to send you some of the letters to answer 
that are coming in tome hot and heavy. Thank you. 

Mr. Fation. Is there anyone else you would like to introduce ? 

Mr. Riciarps. Yes, sir. As I said, we depend on our cities in the 
grassroots, and one of our greatest needs is the need in California. 

Mr. Fatton. Do you have anybody you would like to introduce 
now, Mr. Richards. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Yes, sir. I would like to introduce Mayor Chrisman, 
of Visalia, Calif., vice president of the League of Municipalities in 
California, and also chairman of the highway committee, who would 
like to say hello to you while he is here, and maybe say one word. 


STATEMENT OF J. A. CHRISMAN, VICE PRESIDENT, LEAGUE OF 
CALIFORNIA CITIES 


Mr. Curisman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is J. A. Chrisman, vice president of the League of California 
apa and chairman of the streets and highways committee of the 
eague. 

‘ ay remarks today are extemporaneous in nature and I will be very 
rief. 

I want certainly to support the statements Mr. Richards made here 
today on behalf of the American Municipal Association, and of course 


strongly to support the statements made by Mr. Vickery, of the State 
of California. 
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Our State of California has enjoyed a very close relationship with 
the division of highways, and have worked very closely with the 
division. We are well aware of the tremendous impact that will 
result if this program is not carried forward. Certainly, as Mr. 
Vickery very comprehensively and in detail pointed out, the cost 
In engineering and acquiring rights-of-way, and in terms of costs 
of construction, labor, and materials, will impose a very critical 
problem, not only on our State of California, but on the counties and 
cities of the State. 

Feeder roads and farm-to-market roads are an important part of 
this. Certainly in a State which is as highly diversified in agriculture 
as our State is, it is a very important point. 

In conclusion, I would simply like to urge your committee to sup- 

rt H.R. 5950, and further suspend or repeal section 209(g) and to 

rrow from the Treasury to finance the temporary deficit in the 


rer trust fund. 
hank you very much for permitting me the opportunity of appear- 
ing before you. 

Mr. Fatiton. Thank you, Mr. Chrisman. We are delighted to 


hear from you. 

Mr. CurismMAn. Thank you. 

Mr. Fation. The Chair will now recognize one of the members of 
the committee to present the next witness. Mr. Hargis from Kansas. 

Mr. Hareis. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present the president 
of the San Ore Construction Co., who is here representing the As- 
sociation of General Contractors, Mr. M. Clare Miller. 

Mr. Mitter. I want to apologize for missing you several times when 
my office was called concerning you. 


STATEMENT OF M. CLARE MILLER, PRESIDENT, SAN ORE CON- 
STRUCTION CO., McPHERSON, KANS., REPRESENTING THE ASSso0- 
CIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA, INC. 


Mr. Mrier. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Miller, in behalf of the committee I want to 
welcome you here, and apologize for keeping you sitting around 
Washington this morning. I hope you enjoyed yourself as much 
in Washington as I did with your association down in Miami. 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I have a prepared statement, and with your kind remarks I would 
like to read it. 

My name is M. Clare Miller. I am president of the San Ore Con- 
struction Co., McPherson, Kans. My firm has engaged in highway 
construction since 1921. 

Today I am making my third appearance before this committee 
as a representative of the Associated General Contractors of America, 
again in support of constructive legislation introduced by Congress- 
man Fallon. The AGC is an organization composed of 7,200 of the 
Nation’s leading construction contractors. Nearly half of these 
firms are highway contractors, and many others perform work related 
to the highway field. 

I should like to point out as a further statement of qualification that 
according to recent figures of the Bureau of Public Roads, AGC high- 
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way contractors perform 70 percent of the Federal-aid construction 
on the primary and Interstate Systems, and have been doing about 
that proportion of the work for the past several years. 


AGC SUPPORTS FALLON BILL 


This important part of the highway industry, and our association 
as a whole, is in firm support of H.R. 5950, another measure proposed 
by Mr. Fallon to continue the accelerated Federal-aid highway pro- 

am in an orderly manner and to forcefully demonstrate the need 
for maintaining the present accelerated rate of construction. 


CONTRACTORS GEARED FOR HIGH CAPACITY 


The Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and 1958, in which this 
committee played such a prominent role, expressed the intent of the 
Congress to provide the highway system necessary to keep pace with 
the country’s economic development, to provide adequately for the 
national defense, and to reduce the appalling toll of deaths and 
injuries from traffic accidents. I should like to assure you, as I did in 
my previous appearances, that the contracting segment of the high- 
way industry remains fully capable of carrying out, in cooperation 
with Federal and State highway officials, the expansion which those 
acts authorized. We estimate, in fact, that the pighwey) contracting 
industry is currently operating at only about half its potential 
capacity. 

HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION TODAY’S BEST BUY 


Today there are no shortages of equipment, material, or per- 
sonnel, and despite the fact that 25 percent more highway construction 
was awarded in 1958 than in 1957, the capacity of our industry, and 
the competition for work, has actually increased. On April 21, 1959, 
Federal Highway Administrator Bertram D. Tallamy announced 
that the index of average bid prices for Federal-aid highway con- 
struction in the first quarter of 1959 had decreased 0.6 percent from 
the preceding quarter and had increased only 0.3 percent in the entire 
year, despite much greater increases in component costs. 

In the State of California, for example, the first quarter index 
dropped 9.4 percent below the last quarter of 1958, and 10.6 percent 
below the first quarter of 1958. This is the lowest point the California 
index has reached since 1955. At the same time the average number 
of bidders for this quarter reached the high level of 8.2 per project, an 
increase of 1.9 above the preceding quarter. 

These facts and figures have added significance when compared to 
the continuing rises in costs of two of the major construction com- 
ponents: equipment and labor. During the past year wage rates— 
excluding fringe benefits—have risen about 4.5 percent, and the 
cost of construction machinery has increased approximately 3.4 per- 
cent. Materials costs, generally, are unchanged. I repeat that despite 
cost increases of 4.5 and 3.4 percent in components which the contractor 
must bring together to perform a job, the cost of that job to the public 
has increased only three-tenths of 1 percent. 

One of the principal factors in this stabilization of highway con-_ 
struction costs is the outstanding cooperation we receive from the 


] 

vis 

F 
D 
f 

= 

| 
ad 
). 7 
id | 
h- 
he 


5 
; 


100 HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 


national and local officials and the members of the American Associa- 
tion of State Highway Officials. Recommendations which we have 
made to them on payment for delivered materials, prompt payment of 
periodic estimates, expedition of final payments, and others aimed at 
reducing credit requirements, have all been adopted by the highway 
departments. The resultant savings are reflected in current bid prices, 
Another important factor in keeping costs down has been the con- 


tinuity, to date, of the highway program. Highway construction, | 


today, is probably the best buy the public receives for its tax money, 


STOP-AND-GO PROGRAMS COSTLY 


The economy and practical accomplishments of a continuing, or- | 


derly, properly financed highway program have already, in my 
Re been very effectively demonstrated to you by representatives 
of the Bureau of Public Roads and the American Association of State 


Highway Officials, and I bring to your attention the fact that highway | 


contractors are equally affected by orderly planning. Just as the 


Bureau of Public Roads and the State highway departments must — 


plan and project their programs on more than a season-to-season basis 
so must the contractor. And, like the awarding agencies, the further 
ahead the contractor can assess his volume of work, distribution of 
equipment, purchase of materials and utilization of personnel, the 


more economically he can operate, and the better prices he can offer, _ 


To illustrate that point, I can say without any reservation that if I 
can, upon completion of a project, start another of comparable size 
within a reasonable period of time, while I still have my equipment, 

rsonnel and sources of supply mobilized, I can submit a bid on that 
job lower than the one I must offer if I have lost the advantage of a 
mobilized, well-functioning organization. 

History has proved that stop-and-go or peak-and-valley construe- 
tion programs inevitably cost the owner—in this case the public— 
substantially more than a continuing, orderly program such as the 
highway expansion the Congress has Lathiorized, but which today is 
seriously jeopardized by a lack of funds. 

Contractors, like many members of this committee, are businessmen, 
and are today reluctant to invest capital in plant and equipment with- 
out reasonable assurance that the intent of Congress, when it enacted 
the 1956 and 1958 acts, will be realized. This is particularly true of 
the 92 percent of our highway members who are relatively small busi- 
ness concerns having an annual gross volume, including all work per- 
formed, of less than $5 million. 


SLOWDOWN WOULD HAVE SEVERE IMPACT 


The American Association of State Highway Officials has advised 
the committee of the impact a slowdown of the program would have 
on highway departments. I assure you that the impact would be 
no less damaging to the highway contracting industry. This industry 
has equipped itself and is geared up to do the job planned by Congress 
in 1956, dnd unless that plan materializes in the manner and on the 
schedule the Congress intended, our industry must, in effect, retrench 
and suffer the attendant loss which reducing inventories of plant and 
equipment entails. A slowdown in the program at this time would, 
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without question, force many contractors, particularly small ones, out 
of business—temporarily at least. ; 
Also, in the event a slowdown occurs, we must face the possibility 
of an acceleration at some later date—which brings us again to the ex- 
cessive costs involved in peak-and-valley public works programs. 


WORK OF HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


I am currently serving my third year as cochairman of the national 
joint cooperative committee between the AGC and the American As- 
sociation of State Highway Officials. That committee meets five 
times a year, in all parts of the country, to discuss and act on problems 
of mutual concern to State highway departments and contractors. 
I have also served as chairman of the Highway Division of the Asso- 
ciated General Contractors and have been three times president of the 
Kansas Contractors Association. I believe, therefore, that I am in 
a position to observe the work of these dedicated public officials, and 
I take this opportunity to pay tribute to the magnificient job which the 
State highway departments and the Bureau of Public Roads have 
done in accelerating and expanding their activities to meet the chal- 
lenge which the Congress placed before them. 

It would, in my opinion, be a severe injustice and a major blow to 
the morale of the many dedicated people in these organizations if the 
program is curtailed in any way or its current continuity destroyed. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I urge that H.R. 5950 be reported 
favorably. I further urge that this committee and the Congress de- 
velop whatever legislation that you consider necessary to assure the 
construction and completion of this vital program in the most ex- 
peditious manner practicable. 

I assure you, on behalf of our association, that when such legislation 
is developed to keep the program on schedule, we, the highway con- 
tractors of the country, will continue to give you completed highways, 
well built on time, and at the lowest possible cost to the public. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Are there any questions on my right ? 

Mr. Harars. I would like to thank Mr. Miller for his fine statement; 
and in regard to what Mr. Scherer said several times, possibly Mr. 
Miller did not have anything in his statement concerning financing— 
but I just got word from our League of Kansas Municipalities that 
they agreed with the American Municipal Association, and Mr. Miller 
was probably back here before that happened. 

Mr. Scnerer. Taking it out of a surplus that will not exist ? 

Mr. Harats. Borrowing for the Highway Trust Fund from the 
Treasury with vay: from the surplus. 

Mr. Scuerer. From the surplus that does not exist or will not exist? 

Mr. Harais. Well, it has not been proved it does not exist yet. 

Mr. Scuerer. Weil, we are proving it. 

Mr. Fatton, Thank you very much, Mr. Miller. 


Our next witness will be Mr. John Mackie, the highway commis- 
sioner of the State of Michigan. 
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Mr. Mackie. 
I might say the same to you on behalf of the committee. Thank 
you for your patience in waiting here, Mr. Mackie. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. MACKIE, STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSIONER 
OF MICHIGAN 


HIGHWAY AMENDMENT ACT OF 1959 


Mr. Mackie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You are very welcome. 

I would like to make a short statement now. 

I am John C. Mackie. I am State highway commissioner of the 
State of Michigan. 

I would like first to thank you for the opportunity of appearing here 
today to make some remarks which may better assist the committee 
in understanding the problems which confront an individual State in 
planning and constructing the Interstate System in the face of un- 
certainties in Federal highway aid. 

May I make clear that I am not here to plead the case of Michigan 
in contrast to the other States. I am here to recite—as a case history— 
the specific problems which our department faces in an attempt to 
fulfill the aim of Congress in building its portion of the Interstate 
System without assurance that Federal funds will be allocated and 
appropriated. My remarks will be limited to the Michigan picture— 
Lat they will illustrate the critical situation faced by many States. 

Michigan, by constitutional amendment, requires that all moneys 
collected from our 6-cent gas tax, our weight tax, and certain other 
taxes, be used for highway purposes only. The legislature has also 
authorized the highway department to issue bonds for highway con- 
struction and reconstruction—in an amount which can be supported 
by 50 percent of our share of motor vehicle highway funds. We have 
already issued $353 million worth of bonds, have another $75 million 
authorized, and have authority to issue additional bonds for about 
$400 million. The use of bond proceeds on hand and from future 
issues depends entirely upon the availability of Federal aid in antici- 
pated amounts. 

However, we cannot proceed to bond for additional amounts if we 
are unable to plan on Federal interstate aid at established levels in 
future years. 

The cost of new construction on Michigan’s Federal primary, urban, 
and secondary highways where we will match available 50 percent 
Federal funds plus the cost of maintenance, administration and debt 
service, will require about $100 million in Michigan money by 1961. 
That is all the money we anticipate receiving from State sources 
in that year. It leaves nothing for interstate expressway construction 
and nothing for new construction where there is not Federal partici- 

ation. We plan on financing the interstate program by issuing bonds, 

ut will not be able to do so if we cannot plan on Federal aid in subse- 
quent months and years. We are willing to pay first and wait for 
Federal reimbursement of 90 percent interstate aid, but we cannot 
finance the Federal program over any extended period of time. 

In July of 1957—after the 1956 Federal highway bill and Michigan 
legislative action to expedite highway construction—our State an- 
nounced a rf harsh $114 billion highway construction program. The 
Department listed by poe quarters of years—detailed target 

this work under contract. 
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When announced, it was the first such detailed, long-range program 
in the Nation. There was a number of reasons for its development 
and public announcement. ‘ 

(1) For internal purposes. To gear the department itself to 
an accelerated- long-range program through development of 
orderly right-of-way acquisition and engineering schedules. 

(2) To give the construction industry a guide to what demands 
they would be expected to meet and better enable them to meet 
these demands. 

(3) To facilitate planning Wager units of government where 
highway relocations were to be placed on both the Interstate 
System and other arterial expressway routes in the State. 

The program was designed to meet about one-third of the State’s 
estimated trunkline highway needs. It was contingent upon the 
following factors: 

(1) Use of all forecast State and Federal revenues and maxi- 
mum use of bonding powers authorized by the Michigan Legis- 
lature to the prudent limit. 

(2) Agreement with local governmental units on route location 
and cost sharing. 

The program called for: 

(1) Construction of a system of over 900 miles of new express- 
ways connecting all major Michigan cities over 50,000 in popu- 
lation. 

(2) New construction or reconstruction of a total of 2,900 miles 
of highways. 

(3) Construction of expressways from: 

(A) Detroit to the Indiana line near Chicago (final contract 
to be let in the fourth quarter of 1959) 

(B) Detroit to Muskegon (final contract to be let in the fourth 
quarter of 1960) 

(C) Ohio line to the Mackinac Bridge (final contract to be let 
in the fourth quarter of 1960) 

(D) Beyond to Sault Ste. Marie and the International Bridge 
(final contract to be let in the fourth quarter of 1961) 

(4) Paving all remaining 800 miles of gravel roads on Michigan 
State trunklines. 

Financing was planned on an estimated $567 million in Federal aid, 
$142 million in State funds, $532 million in bonds, and $9 million in 
municipal funds. 

The statewide arterial expressway system envisioned in the program 
will lie within 30 miles of more than two-thirds of Michigan’s counties 
and county seats. 

These counties contain 95 percent of Michigan’s people, almost 90 
percent of its industry, over 80 percent of its farms, all of its metro- 
politan counties. And the néetbben arm of the system reaches into 
the heart of Michigan’s vacation and tourist area. 

Priorities in the overall 5-year plan have been determined on a 
basis of need and provision of service to a maximum amount of traffic 
with an eye to continuity in all new construction. 

The om calls for construction of more than twice as many 
miles of four-lane divided highways in the span of a few years as have 
been constructed in Michigan since 1905 when the State highway 


department was first created. 
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It calls for construction of 580 miles on the National Interstate 
System, as well as 325 miles of other arterial four-lane expressway 
routes. 

These new four-lane divided highways will represent only some 10 
percent of the State trunkline mileage, but we anticipate they will 
carry over 40 percent of its total traffic volume. 

Needless to say, a good many months were spent in planning and 
programing. Almost every decision, in terms of programing, was 
made on the basis of the announced intention of Congress to complete 
the Interstate System in 13 years and to appropriate accordingly— 
and to continue its urban, primary, and sin We Federal aid. In an 
engineering task of this magnitude, there is no room for uncertainty, 
We had to assume the Congress meant what it said when the 1956 
Federal highway bill was passed. 

Since July of 1957, when this program was announced, Michigan 
has opened over 300 miles of four-lane divided highways to traffic, 
We currently have nearly 200 miles of expressways under contract, 
As of January 1 of this year, Michigan vith sixth in the Nation in 
ee completed and opened to traffic on the National Interstate 

ystem. 

In fiscal 1956, our new construction program totaled about $140 
million. In 1957, it jumped to $154 million. This year it will reach 
almost $240 million. It is scheduled to hit a peak of $310 million in 
fiscal 1960. We have already used all of our $79.1 million Federal in- 
terstate allocation for 1959 and have obligated more than $50 million 
in fiscal 1960 interstate funds. In a few months the entire 1960 inter- 
state allocation will be obligated and, unless Congress acts in this 
session to provide sufficient money to bolster the trust fund, our inter- 
state program will come to a screeching halt. The prospect is that 
this will happen late this summer. 

Specifically, in Michigan—if interstate aid is delayed due to the 
Byrd amendment, and the shortage of cash in the highway trust fund 
is not remedied by Congress—we will have to delay some $300 million 
in future interstate construction covering 400 miles of expressways 
programed through 1962. 

To illustrate in tangible terms the fiscal nightmare that would 
result should Congress fail to appropriate interstate Federal highway 
aid in this session for fiscal 1961, I cite the following examples: 

(1) Construction of the $71 million, 4.5-mile Walter P. Chrysler 
Expressway in downtown Detroit would immediately come to a halt. 
We recently entered into a contractual agreement with the city of 
Detroit and Wayne County to issue $100 million in bonds to finance 
three major expressways in the metropolitan area, the cost of which 
would be some $300 million. The Chrysler is on the Interstate Sys- 
tem and entitled to 90 percent Federal aid. Completion of construe- 
tion is dependent entirely on Federal reimbursement as progress 
continues. 

(2) On astatewide basis, we would halt construction on the Detroit- 
Muskegon Expressway (Interstate 96) and the Detroit-Sault Ste. 
Marie Expressway (Interstate 75)—both vital:to Michigan’s future 
growth and development. 

I would again like to thank the chairman and the committee 
for the opportunity to appear here to illustrate the case history of one 
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individual State in an effort to better acquaint you with problems com- 
mon to many States in the Federal highway aid dilemma. 

The motoring public is impatiently awaiting the construction of a 
modern highway system. In Michigan and other States they like 
what they have seen and used, and want progress to continue. In 
Michigan there is unanimous support for action which 
will keep the Federal-aid program on the schedule contemplated when 
the 1956 Federal highway bill was passed. We are eminently hope- 
ful that Congress will find a way to achieve this goal. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Mackie, on behalf of the committee I would like 
to thank you for a very fine statement. 

Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwtn. Mr. Mackie, one question. You, I think, were here 
when Mr. Vickery of California was testifying earlier today? 

Mr. Mackie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batpwin. He pointed out in some cases where they have let a 
contract or proposed to let a contract for the first year of a 2-year 
construction program, and where they have funds for the first year in 
the fiscal year year 1960 allocation, if the 1961 funds have not been 
made available they actually will have to retrench on fiscal year 1960, 
because they could not safely let a contract for a 2-year construction 
period if they cannot see all of the funds definitely ahead of them. 

Do you proceed in the same manner in letting your contracts? 

Mr. Mackie. No, sir. Frankly, I was a little bit at a loss to under- 
stand Mr. Vickery. When I referred to 1960 funds, for example, if 
the particular project, say, is approved by the Federal Bureau of 
Public Roads and programed, the money is obligated for that job. 
Even though it is stretched into another fiscal year, the money from 
the previous year would be obligated for the completion of that 

roject. 
, r. Batpwitn. Then, as I understand you, any action taken here 
dealing with fiscal year 1961 will not affect the carrying out of your 
commitments and obligations for 1960? 

Mr. Macxte. That is correct. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fatiton. Thank you very much, Mr. Mackie. 

I have a statement here from the American Automobile Associa- 
tion aa I have been asked by Mr. Russell Singer to insert in the 
record. 

Without objection, it is so ordered, and it will be made a part of 
the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement of the American Automobile Association 
is as follows:) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION FILED WITH 
THE House oF REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKs, May 7, 1959 


The American Automobile Association appreciates the opportunity to present 
its comments and recommendations to the Committee on Public Works in con- 
nection with the committee’s hearings on H.R. 5950 and its general review of the 
national highway program. 

The American Automobile Association’s strong support for the program estab- 
lished under the Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and 1958 is, we are sure, 
well known to this committee. We are convinced that events are now proving 
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that the highway program which Congress set in motion by its 1956 and 1958 
acts is of the greatest possible importance and value to the Nation’s economy 
and defense. Accordingly, the AAA supports the continuation of the nationa} 
highway program according to the schedule of authorizations set forth in the 
Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and 1958. 

Legislation to authorize apportionments for Interstate System construction is 
now before this committee. In our view, failure of Congress to provide for ap. 
portionments for the Interstate System during fiscal years 1961 and 1962 as 
contemplated in the acts of 1956 and 1958 would be disastrous for several 
reasons, including the following: 

(a) Great damage would accrue to the national economy by a drastic 
curtailment of construction of a highway system adequate for the growing 
needs of automotive transportation ; 

(b) hardship would accrue to certain segments of industry and labor 
closely allied with highway construction ; 

(c) an increase in the ultimate cost of the Interstate System would be 
a direct result of a period of severe curtailment at this stage of the program; 

(d) public confidence in the Federal highway program would be severely 
shaken; and 

(e) State highway departments would be severely hampered in the pro- 
tection and acquisition of rights-of-way and in the long-range development 
of highway plans. 

We regard it as extremely important, therefore, that Congress take early 
action to authorize the 1961-62 apportionment of funds for Interstate System 
construction in order that these apportionments to the States may be made with- 
out delay beyond the customary date for such action. 

The AAA is aware that this recommended action by Congress will require 
further legislation this year to place additional moneys in the highway trust 
fund, since, by operation of section 209(g) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1956 apportionments may not be made while the fund shows a deficit balance. 
This fact, also, is well known to the Congress since it was pointed out by the 
President in his budget message, together with a recommendation that the deficit 
balance be overcome by increasing the Federal motor fuel excise tax from 3 
cents to 4% cents per gallon. 

The AAA is unalterably opposed to any increase in the Federal excise tax 
on motor fuel as a solution to the present problem of financing the highway 
trust fund’s responsibilties through fiscal year 1962. We are convinced, as 
a result of public comment appearing since the President made his proposal, 
that our view on this method of interim financing is shared by an overwhelming 
majority of the American people. 

In the consideration of any solution to this problem of interim financing 
which is proposed to the Congress, the AAA strongly urges that one basic 
fact be kept in view. The 1956 Federal-Aid Highway Act wisely provided the 
means for a thorough reappraisal of the financial basis of the national highway 
program through the study of highway cost responsibility called for in section 
210 of the 1956 act. The final results of this study will be presented to Con- 
gress in 1961. At that time changes in the revenue structure of the trust 
fund can, and no doubt will, be made. We submit that both basic equity and 
the intention of Congress in the 1956 act would be violated if permanent changes 
in the financial base of the highway trust fund were made now in order to 
meet the temporary deficits which have occurred in the trust fund as a result 
of imposition of additional costs beyond the original scope of its commitments. 
No solution for interim financing of the apportionments through fiscal 1962 
should be adopted which will prejudice the findings of the section 210 study 
or the action of Congress upon the findings and recommendations of this study. 

Concurrent with consideration of means to provide interim financing for the 
apportionments which must be made through fiscal year 1962, the AAA urges 
Congress to take action on several matters which now constitute unnecessary 
and unjustified costs to the highway program, and to resist certain other pro- 
posals which, if enacted, would impose new obligations upon the trust fund. 
Specifically, we invite attention to the following: 


USE OF HIGHWAY FUNDS FOR UTILITY RELOCATION COSTS 


The legislative history of section 111 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 
clearly indicates that Congress did not intend or imagine that this section would 
be construed by the States as an invitation to change existing State laws to 
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add utility relocation to the cost of highway construction only on the Inter- 
state System. Yet, this seems to have been the unfortunate result in many 
States. During the State legislative sessions in 1957, 22 States enacted laws 
liberalizing State restrictions on utility relocation cost payments. Six Gov- 
ernors vetoed such laws in their States, and subsequently the Supreme Courts 
of New Mexico and Tennessee have declared utility reimbursement laws uncon- 
stitutional as an improper use of public funds for private benefit. In Georgia 
and Pennsylvania, recent supreme court decisions have also invalidated laws 
and practices involving State aid to pay utility relocation costs. Cases are 
now pending in North Dakota, Idaho, Montana, and Texas to determine the 
constitutionality of utility payment laws in these States. To date, only in 
Minnesota has a State supreme court upheld the constitutionality of a law pro- 
viding for payment of utility relocation costs from highway funds. The sober- 
ing consequences of this diversion of highway funds to pay utility relocation 
eosts is difficult to estimate nationally, but they may be appreciated when one 
considers that one State—Massachusetts—revealed in a legislative study pub- 
lished in January 1959 that $20 million, out of a total Interstate System con- 
struction estimate of $1.4 billion, would have to be given to utility companies 
relocation costs. 
oOehe AAA has in past years expressed opposition to section 111 of the 1956 
Federal-Aid Highway Act, and now does so again, We urge Congress now, 
when every dollar of highway funds is needed for construction work, to repeal 
or drastically curtail this provision which is causing so much confusion and 
unjustified drain of highway user tax revenue into payments to the utility 


companies. 
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BRIDGES ON INLAND WATERWAYS 


Recent hearings by the Corps of Engineers reveal that, under the provisions 
of the present General Bridge Act of 1946, the design standards for spans over 
inland waterways encourage construction of bridges that are unnecessarily 
costly. We submit that the General Bridge Act of 1946 should be amended 
to assure that decisions as to navigational clearances and provisions for mov- 
able spans will be based upon the public interest, recognizing the equal rights 
of all forms of surface transportation and considering the economic effects 
on all forms of surface transportation. Revision of this directive in the Federal 
law would make possible the saving of substantial sums now spent to build 
bridges solely for the accommodation of watercraft. Legislation to accom- 
plish this result has been introduced in the U.S, Senate, and drafts of similar 
legislation have been forwarded to the House by the Department of Commerce. 
The AAA urges that the Department of Commerce draft bill be introduced in 
the House so that it can be actively considered by this committee. 


DIVERSION OF HIGHWAY TRUST FUND MONEYS FOR NONHIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
COsTs 


During 1957, substantial sums were appropriated from the highway trust fund 
to pay administrative expenses of Federal agencies other than the U.S. Bureau 
of Public Roads. In 1958 an attempt was made to extend this practice, but, 
upon being challenged on a point of order, this practice was stopped in the 1958 
appropriations bill. In view of the fact that the highway trust fund is faced 
with a deficit balance, it is urged that Congress take steps to clarify the language 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 to assure that the threat of diversion 
of highway funds into nonhighway administrative expenses will not occur again. 


ADDITIONAL CHARGES UPON THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 


The President’s budget message recommended that funds for the construction 
and maintenance of forest roads and trails and national park roads be taken 
from the highway trust fund. The AAA is opposed to these additional charges 
upon the trust fund. All revenue now dedicated to the highway trust fund 
is derived from Federal taxes on motor vehicle users. It would, therefore, 
be patently unfair to charge highway users with the cost of building roads in 
the forests and national parks when the cost of such roads is properly a charge 
on the general funds of the Federal Government and always has been recognized 
as such, 
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PROTECTION OF THE PRESENT REVENUES OF THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 


The President’s budget message also recommended that revenue now derived 
from the Federal excise tax on aviation gasoline be withdrawn from the highway 
trust fund and put to other uses, such as Federal-aid for airport construction. 
The AAA is opposed to this recommendation. It is our position that with- 
drawal of the proceeds of the tax on aviation gasoline from the highway trust 
fund is wholly unwarranted because of the many miles of Interstate, primary 
and urban roads partly financed by the highway trust fund, constructed for the 
essential purpose of providing adequate highway service to airports, both Federal 
and civilian. 

ADDITIONS TO THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


Numerous bills have been introduced for the purpose of adding mileage to the 
Interstate System. Not one of these bills has made any provision for the 
consequent increase in the cost of the highway program which will follow their 
enactment. The AAA urges that proposals to increase the Interstate System 
now be denied. The Interstate System, not exceeding 41,000 miles in length, 
as provided for in the present Federal-aid highway acts, should be completed 
to adequate standards ‘without expansion beyond that mileage. 


REIMBURSEMENT TO STATES FOR PAST HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION 


It is noted that proposals have again been made for reimbursement to States 
which have had portions of their highway systems incorporated into the Inter- 
state System without receiving any payment from the Federal Government 
for those portions. The AAA opposes, in principle, any reimbursement to any 
State for public roads or toll roads as part of the Federal legislation for financing 
the Interstate System. We believe that the hard fact of the highway trust fund 
deficit, which now must be recognized as the top priority highway problem facing 
Congress, makes it inconceivable that proposals for reimbursement can be con- 
sidered at this time. 

The American Automobile Association invites consideration of the foregoing 
points in the sincere belief that the experience of the national highway program 
since its inception in 1956 reveals that these are matters which call for farsighted 
decisions by the Congress. Such decisions, made in timely fashion, will correct 
problems which were not anticipated when the original legislation was passed 
and lay to rest proposals which, if enacted, would jeopardize the successful 
completion of the program as originally conceived. 


CONTROL OF ADVERTISING IN ROADSIDE AREAS ALONG THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


One final matter deserves notice in any general review of the national highway 
program. This concerns legislation which has been introduced to repeal or 
drastically modify the portion of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958 which 
deals with control of outdoor advertising in roadside areas adjacent to the Inter- 
state System. It is understandable that interests that opposed this legislation 
in 1958 should wish to continue their opposition. It should be noted, however, 
that State legislation to permit implementation of this cooperative program of 
control of roadside areas has been introduced in about two-thirds of the States 
this year. Some have already passed legislation responsive to the Federal-aid 
provisions enacted in 1958; others are still in session and considering what 
action they will take. Surely wisdom requires that Congress take no premature 
action now to disturb this process of State consideration of the problem of 
roadside advertising control along Interstate System highways. The 1958 Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act’s provisions on this subject were specifically designed 
to assure maximum State discretion in developing the type of roadside control 
plan best suited to its needs. Federal legislation which would limit or disturb 
the basis of State action now would be both unfair and impractical. The AAA 
urges that Congress take no action on proposals to amend the provisions of the 
Federal-aid highway law applying to areas adjacent to the right-of-way of 
highways of the Interstate System. 
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(The following was furnished for insertion :) 


STATEMENT FOR NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS BY WILLIAM H. Moss, 
Memser, Boagp OF SUPERVISORS, F'aIRFAX COUNTY, VA., AND CHAIRMAN, NORTH- 
ERN VIRGINIA REGIONAL PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is William H. Moss, 
Iam a memver of the board of supervisurs of Fairtax County, Va. In addition, I 
presentiy serve as chairman of the Northern Virginia Regional Planning and 
Economic Development Commission and vice chairman of the National Capitol 
Regional Planning Council. lama member of the National Association of County 
Officiais (NACO) and a memver of the NACO standing committee on roads and 
highways. NACO represents and speaks for nearly 6,000 e.ected and appointed 
county officials in 47 States. ’ 

I am especialiy proud to have your kind invitation to state the position of the 
National Association of County Officiais oun a Federal program which, when 
carried througn to completion, will contripute so suustantiaily to the development 
of this country. On behaif of vur entire wembership I commend the chairman 
and this committee on your dedication to the eary ach.evement of a national 
road and highway network conducive to the growth of America to its fullest 

ential. 
Perbe National Association of County Officials, as a matter of unwavering Amer- 
ican County Platform policy, has energeticaily and steadfastly advocated the 
development of a bruad, baianced national highway program. The American 
County Piatform of the National Association of County OUffic.ais thus recognizes 
that the future of this Nation is inextricabsy tieu .o our road ana highway system. 

American County Platform, section 2-1, sets forth our endorsement of the 
Federal highway program: 

“Highway Act endorsed: The National Association of County Officials strongly 
endorses the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956.” 

We strenuously urge that this Congress take whatever steps are necessary to 
assure the timeiy completion of the program iaunched by the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of ly5u. We feel that it wouaid ve d-sastruus for the Nation to permit 
any delay in the seasonable realization of the road and highway system calcu- 
lated by that act. We therefore vigorously oppose any interruption to or “stretch 
out” of the Federal highway program. 

Moreover, national development and safety demands that the intent of the 
act of 1956 to develop a balanced rvuad and highway program be preserved. It 
would be disastrous for us to freeze apprupr.ations tor one or more phases of the 
program to the serious and lasting detr.ment of the total natioual highway net- 
work. The American County Platform, section 2-2, is unequivocal in its advocacy 
of a balanced program : 

“Ba.anced nighway program: We favor the development of a balanced national 
highway program and oppose any arrangement having any tendency whatsoever 
to freeze reguiar primary, secondary, or urban highway appropriations.” 

The American County Platform constitutes but a formal way of saying that 
a good, solid national road and highway program is one designed to serve all of 
the needs and all of the uses of all of our peopie. Neglect of any particular high- 
way needs could only serve to stymie and frustrate progress. 

With the tremendous growth of counties in recent years, with literally millions 
of new county citizens demanding new and augmented roads facilities and other 
improvements and services of every kind, we have seen the mounting burden 
placed on secondary roads. Secondary roads, like our primary and urban sys- 
tems can only meet heavy new demands by constant development and extension. 
A modern, adequate secondary road system is essential to the establishment of 
well-planned new communities, which will provide wholesome living to a soaring 
population. A sound secondary road system must be developed in order to move 
food from farms to families. Secondary roads are and will be called upon to 
move millions of people quickly into and out of large urban centers. And sec- 
ondary roads must be maintained to withstand the burden placed on them by 
trucks and vehicles of every conceivable kind providing essential community 
services. These concepts are embodied in the American County Platform at 
section 2-3: 

“Secondary road funds: Federal aid secondary roads which are the primary 
responsibility of county government units have become increasingly important, 
both through increased travel in rural areas and aisu vecause of the importance 
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of these roads as feeders into the new National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways. We favor the gradual and continuous expansion of Federal appro- 
priations to enlarge the secondary road system at a uniform rate with the other 
highway systems to insure that the Nation has a uniformly developed road- 
building program.” 

The Federal-aid highway program, beyond doubt, is one of the most forward- 
looking, beneficial programs ever launched for the happiness, safety, and general 
well-being of the American people. It opens new horizons in better living. It 
gives this Nation a vibrant system of arteries for the movement of men, material, 
and machines that will usher in an unprecedented era of expansion. 

The National Association of County Officials urges that the Federal-aid high- 
way program proceed vigorously on schedule and without interruption. We have 
urged American counties to develop secondary roads as fully as possible under 
the Highway Act: 

“County use of secondary road funds: Every county in the United States is 
urged to take full advantage of all Federal funds available to it for secondary 
road purposes under the Federal-aid highway program” (sec. 2-4, American 
County Platform). 

Turning now to my own Fairfax County, Va., and to my experience as chairman 
of the Northern Virginia Regional Planning and Economic Development Com- 
mission, I would like to demonstrate, in a concrete way, what the Federal-aid 
highway program has meant and can mean to counties and to local communities, 

Fairfax County is the most rapidly growing urban county east of the Mis- 
sissippi River. It has all of the problems of rapid growth, some of them made 
more complex by its location in the suburban area of the Nation’s Capital. 

Basically the job we face is to get our planning for urban growth up to, or 
ahead, of the realities of that growth. The interstate highway program, and 
particularly the provision, through it, of the circumferential highway and the 
major access route known as Highway 66, in a very real way, are helping us 
to surmount this job and prepare for the very sound development of the rest of 
Fairfax County. Let me give you several specific examples: Fairfax County has 
enjoyed major radial highways for a number of years. There was a dream of a 
circumferential highway tying these roads into an effective road pattern but no 
way of making this dream a reality until the Federal highway program was 
enacted by Congress. This one highway has been a real positive factor in Fair- 
fax County long before the first car has rolled along it. Prior to the creation 
of this highway most of the industrial and commercial development in the county 
was on a strip zoning basis fanning out along each of the major highway routes, 
The circumferential has now made comprehensive planning possible, and has 
made it feasible now to think in terms of planned industrial parks rather than 
the previous more haphazard planning for commerce. 

The executive director of the Economic and Industrial Development Commit- 
tee tells me that this highway has already resulted in the establishment of opera- 
tions totaling over $3 million dollars, and that the areas served by the circum- 
ferential are under active consideration by concerns that would invest many 
millions of dollars in the Fairfax area. He feels that this highway has im- 
measurably increased the opportunities to apply the very best principles of indus- 
trial planning and zoning to our area. < 

The circumferential has opened up not only new possibilities for economic 
development but has at the same time expanded the whole sphere of influence of 
the planning function into areas of the county that can now be developed. This 
is due to the fact that a circumferential planned as well as this one has been, 
reduces the time factor in movement of people and goods and thus opens up 
previously inaccessible areas to planning. 

This is true too of the major highway Route 66 from which we can see already 
the following potential beneficial effects : 

(1) It and the airport access route completes a balanced system of radial high- 
ways and thus will relieve congestion on Route 50 and on Shirley Highway; 

(2) It opens up residential areas for development and by reducing the time 
for — it expands the radius within which employment centers can be 
created ; 

(3) It effectively extends the sphere of planning in such a way that full con- 
sideration can be given in advance for achieving the very best use of the new 
areas which this highway opens for development. 

It is a well-known fact that the creation of express highways forms probably 
the greatest single factor in determining the rate of growth and the character of 
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f metropolitan areas. We think that the Federal highway program by 
— it possible for our county to have both effective radial and circumfer- 
ential routes has made it possible for us to plan more effectively and soundly the 
type of community our people want, and which will be of immeasurable economic 
benefit to us in the future. 


STATEMENT BY FRANK ALLOCORN 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Frank Allcorn. I 
am a member of the Board of Commissioners of Meriwether County, Ga. I am 
also a member of the National Association of County Officials (NACO) and 
chairman of the NACO Roads and Highways Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to lend my heartiest endorsement to the statement 
of position on the Federal-aid highways program as presented officially to this 
committee for the National Association of County Officials by William H. Moss, 
of Fairfax County, Va. As chairman of a 57-member national standing commit- 
tee working daily in this field, I have firsthand knowledge that the NACO stand 
is sound and in the public interest. From my long familiarity with the roads 
and highways problem, and as a result of extensive travel and hundreds of 
conferences with county officials responsible for the development of secondary 
roads, I know how very imperative it is that the Federal-aid highways program 
be speeded to completion. Based on my long experience at the working level in 
secondary roads and administration, I must agree that it would be disastrous 
for this country to allow the national highways program to be stretched out; 
a balanced program is the only really satisfactory attack on the national prob- 
lem; and, with particular reference to a county responsibility, secondary roads 
must be expanded and improved or they simply will not withstand the terrific 
burdens to be placed on them in the years to come. 

The American County Platform, I am proud to be able to say, unflinchingly 
dedicates county officials to the great objective of a balanced Federal-aid high- 
ways program. Iam proud then, that county officials have taken a positive stand 
for a better America, for the safer, more wholesome and enjoyable life for all 
of our people and for the ultimate realization by America of its true destiny. 

I respectfully support the passage of the subject legislation and strongly urge 
the timely completion of the Federal-aid highways program. 


Mr. Fation. Our next witness will be Mr. Francis Dunn. Mr. 
Dunn, one of our distinguished members would like to present you 
to the committee. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is 
a pleasure to introduce to the committee a former colleague of mine 
from the State, who worked very closely with Mr. Vickery and his 

up on highway legislation. Mr. Dunn is now chairman of the 

oard of Supervisors of Alameda County, an important county of 

northern California, and he is here representing the California State 
Association of County Supervisors, and he is very well qualified. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS DUNN, CHAIRMAN, STATEWIDE ROADS 
AND HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE ASSO- 
CIATION OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, ALAMEDA COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Dunn. Thank you, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have been asked to 
say for Mr. William Moss, the county supervisor of Fairfax County, 
Va., that Mr. Moss was here and yielded his time today because he 


is from a neighboring community, but would hope he might have a 
chance to testify at some future date. 


Speaking now for myself, as you know, my name is Francis Dunn. 
I am chairman of the 3 


tatewide Roads and Highways Committee of 
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the California State Association of County Supervisors. I am also 
chairman of the Board of Supervisors of Alameda County, Calif., a 
county with a population in excess of 900,000. 

It is not one of our biggest counties, but it has, as you see, a tremen- 
dous urban population. 

In California there have recently been completed studies of deficien- 
cies in the State highway, county road, and city street systems. Ex- 

ressed in dollars and projected to 1971, these deficiencies are—State, 

11 billion ; county, $6 billion; city, $4.5 billion—a total of $21.5 billion. 

To help meet these needs, the current session of the legislature has 
enacted legislation continuing in effect a one-half cent gasoline tax 
due to expire thisyear. This half cent will produce about $25 million. 
Our total gasoline tax continues at 6 cents per gallon. 

The California State Association of County Supervisors and the 
League of California Cities are sponsoring legislation at the current 
session of the legislature for an additional 1-cent tax to be used ex- 
clusively on county roads and city streets. 

We do not have too much hope of that legislation being enacted at 
this session, but we feel it will be a subject of interim county study. 
However, we are pressing for it anyway. 

I should point out here that the California State constitution requires 
that all taxes collected on gasoline be used exclusively for road and 
highway purposes. 

I voalt like to interpolate that we also levy additional taxes, such as 
weight fees, and gross receipts taxes on common carriers on the Inter- 
state System, and a certain portion of license fees, and regis‘ration 
fees, and fees collected and called an in-lieu-of-fee from motorists each 
year. Most of that money also goes into our highway user fund. 

In addition, many cities and counties levy ad valorem taxes for road 
purposes. Also, it is standard practice to require developers of new 
subdivisions to install new streets at his expense, or, stated more cor- 
rectly, at the expense of the person who purchases the property. 

This provision has resulted in the expenditure of hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars of private funds and the addition of thousands of miles 
of new streets and roads. Maintenance of these streets becomes a 
financial obligation of local government. 

As a member of the California Legislature for 12 years, and a county 
supervisor for 4 more, it is my considered opinion that in the field of 
road and street construction the greatest economy is achieved by the 
earliest possible construction of needed facilties. 

Savings in the maintenance and operation of motor vehicles—sav- 
ings in traveling time; relief of traffic congestion; improved traffic 
safety; reduction of accidents, costly in human life as well as money; 
the possibility of lower insurance rates and the experience we have that 
right-of-way and actual construction costs increase constantly—all 
indicate that where need is demonstrated early construction, even with 
funds borrowed at interest, is cheaper and better than a dilatory, so- 
called pay-as-you-go policy. 

Incalculable benefits are derived by the opening up of new areas 
making natural resources more accessible. Opening up land for 
industrial and residential development is vitally necessary to serve 
America’s expanding population. A dollar value cannot be placed 
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on such benefits but that they are desirable and that they do come about 


as a result of highway and road construction cannot be denied. 
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I urge that the program of construction under the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act be continued at its fullest capacity. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Mr. Dunn. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to express my appre- 
ciation for having Mr. Dunn appear before the committee. He is 
chairman of a county which adjoins one of the two counties I represent, 
and we have many mutual highway problems, such as the Broadway 
Jow-level tunnel, and a couple of other tunnels we need. So the prob- 
lems he points out are of great importance to the district I represent. 

Mr. Dunn. Thank you, Mr. Baldwin. I may say that is where 
the Federal Government got that 90-10 formula, at the Broadway low- 
level tunnel. Alameda Slouniier contributed 90 percent, and Contra 
Costa contributed 10 percent, and we are very happy over the con- 
struction of the tunnel and are looking forward to the construction of 
another. 

Mr. Batowin. We need it. 

Mr. Fattons. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Edward Kiley. 

Mr. Kitey. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatuon. Is Mr. Triggs here? 

Mr. Trices. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mr. Moss? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fatton. Is Mr. Robert Koch here? 

Mr. Kocn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fation. We will next hear from Mr. Edward Kiley. 

Would you give the reporter your full name and title, please, Mr. 
Kiley ? 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD V. KILEY, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
RESEARCH, AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC. 


Mr. Kitey. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee. My 
name is Edward V. Kiley, and I am director of the department of re- 
search of the American Trucking Associations, Inc., with headquarters 
to 1424 16th Street NW., Washington, D.C. The American Trucking 
Associations, Inc., is a federation that was established in 1933 as the 
national trade association of the trucking industry, representing all 
types of motor carriers of property, for-hire and private. We have 
affiliated associations in 48 States and the District of Columbia. In 
addition, we speak for 12 affiliated motor carrier conferences. 

We appreciate this opportunity to appear before your subcommittee 
to offer our comments and suggestions on the problems being faced 
in connection with the progress of the Federal highway program. 

May I say, Mr. Chairman, we realize you have before you an author- 
ization bill, but we believe that the question of authorization and 
the question of financing are so closely tied in on this matter alon 
with taxes on the Federal highway program. We believe they are 
related. Therefore, we would like to include in our comments what 
we think would be significant comments on the question of taxes. 

The trucking industry was among the first to pledge its support of 
an expanded national highway program and currently is paying a 
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substantial portion of the special highway user taxes that are going 
into the trust fund from which the Federal highway expenditures 
are being made. 

The trucking industry believes the highway program should be kept 
on schedule and we further believe this can be acomplished without 
additional taxes being placed on the owners and operators of the 
Nation’s motor vehicles at this time. At syany virtually all of 
the moneys going into the highway trust fund are from special taxes 
on highway users. There are no J oetyran gr tax revenues from any 
other source despite the recognized fact that there are numerous bene- 
fits of an expanded and rere highway program other than those 
accruing directly to users of our highways. 

The so-called nonhighway user benefits have a logical and justi- 
fiable place in an equitable highway tax program. The Congress 
recognized this fact when it passed the Highway Revenue Act of 
1956. Although the Congress in setting up the highway trust fund 
under this act dedicated only highway user taxes to the fund, it 
directed the Secretary of Commerce, under section 210 of the act, 

* * * to make a study and investigation of any direct and indirect benefits 
accruing to any class which derives benefits from Federal-aid highways, in addi- 
tion to benefits from actual use of such highways. 

The provision of the act makes it clear that Congress had not closed 
its mind to the possibility that a portion of the cost of the Federal 
highway program should be sppporied by funds other than those 
derived from special taxes on highway users. The Secretary of Com- 
merce is scheduled to submit his final report on this important as 
of the highway financing phere in January 1961. en the Con- 
gress has this report it will be in a position to evaluate fully the over- 
all equity of the highway financing program and to determine the 
extent to which beneficiaries other than highway users should share 
the tax burden. 

An indication of the importance of nonhighway user benefits is 
contained in the third progress report of the Highway Cost Alloca- 
tion Study of the Secretary of Commerce—House Document No. 91, 
86th Congress. 

Mr. Fatton. You realize, of course, Mr. Kiley, that we are giving 
consideration here now to the interim period, and that study does not 
come in until 1961. } 

Mr. Kirxy. All we wanted to call attention to in this particular 
statement, Mr. Chairman, is that by 1961 the Congress will have 
before it all of the information it will need fully to complete the 
financing program. 

Mr. Fatton. That is right. 

Mr. Kirxy. Which indicates the current prices are interim prices. 
We are leading into the recommendations for that interim period. 
We will skip those remarks, if you want, and go to the conclusions. 

Mr. Faxon. That would be fine. 

(The portion of the statement not read by Mr. Kiley but to be 
included in the record is as follows :) 

This is a Rf report called for under the provisions of section 
210 of the he way Revenue Act of 1956 and was submitted to the 
Congress in March of this year. The opening paragraph of sectiop 
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ILI of the report, entitled “Benefits to Others than Highway Users,” 
begins with the following important statement : 

There exists a formidable array of direct and indirect benefits resulting from 
Federal-aid highway improvement, in addition to benefits resulting from the 
actual use of such highways. Recent studies of the economic impact of high- 
way improvements shed considerable light on the identity of the nonvehicular 
peneficiary groups and on the magnitude and nature of the benefits accruing 
to these groups. 


It is further stated in the report (p. 63) : 


It is plain that the nonvehicular benefits revealed and measured in the eco- 
nomic impact studies are of great importance to the American economy. They 
form a large part of the justification for the Federal-aid-highway-improvement 
program upon which the Nation has embarked. 

The foregoing statements indicate the extent and ipmortance of 
the nonuser benefits of the Federal highway program and although 

reliminary to the final report to be submitted to the Con ress in 

anuary 1961, they argue strongly against increased taxes on the high- 
way users at this time. 

in addition there is the question of the enormous benefits of the 
highway program from the standpoint of national defense. The 
Congress recognized the national defense aspects of the highway pro- 

m when in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 it redesignated 

e National System of Interstate Highways as the National System 
of Interstate and Defense Highways. There is no recognition of this 
in the current financing of the highway program. However, it is 
also mentioned in the third progress report of the Secretary of Com- 
merce as an important factor and undoubtedly will be given more 
complete treatment in the final report. 

An additional factor in the highway tax picture which cannot be 
overlooked is the magnitude of the special taxes being paid by high- 
way users which are going into the general fund of the Government 
and not to the highway fund. It is estimated that during the financ- 
ing period of the highway program the Nation’s motor vehicle owners 
oan operators will pay more than $17.4 billion in special taxes going 
to the Government’s general fund. This will be due to the fact that 
the tax on lubricating oil, the tax on motor vehicle parts and acces- 
sories, the tax on new passenger automobiles, and one-half of the tax 
on new trucks, buses, and trailers are considered general fund taxes 
rather than highway taxes. However, with the exception of the tax 
on lubricating oil, these taxes have no counterpart in levies on other 
forms of transportation for the general support of government. 

Mr. Krrey. It is the opinion of the trucking industry that the high- 
way proeram can be kept on schedule by reverting to the original plan 
carefully worked out by the action of this committee and the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means in the 84th Congress. This plan was out- 
lined in House Report No. 1899, which accompanied the Highway 
Revenue Act of 1956 as passed by the House of Representatives in the 
Congress. 

As set forth on page 17 of House Report 1899, the plan envisioned 
a self-liquidating program with income from earmarked taxes in the 
trust fund being equal to anticipated expenditures over the life of the 
program. It was not expected that income for the trust fund would 
match expenditures in each year. The middle years of the program 
were to show an excess of expenditures over revenue with the reverse 
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being true in early years of the program and in the last 3 years. The 
balancing of income with outgo was to be accompanied through a 
system of repayable advances from the Government’s general fund. 

hese loans were to be charged against the trust fund at the then 
current applicable interest rate of 214 percent. 

The balandihie of income with outgo over the life of the program, 
including interest charges for the repayable advances, was to be 
accomplished with no revenue accruing to the trust fund other than 
special highway user taxes, and despite the fact that the trust fund 
was charged with $1,958 million for highway authorizations contained 
in the 1954 and prior acts. 

The trucking industry believes that this general method of financing, 
coupled with the recommendations for a study of the overall equity 
of the tax program, provided a sound basis for getting the highway 
program under way. However, this plan was nullified by the insertion 
of section 209(g) in the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 as finally 
adopted. Section 209(g¢), known as the Byrd amendment, requires 
the Secretary of Commerce to limit apportionment of interstate 
funds to the States to available revenue in the trust fund. It changed 
the original financing plan to a pay-as-you-go basis on a year-to-year 
schedule by preventing the use of repayable advances or loans from the 
general fund. Thus, the impending crisis in the financing of the high- 
way program became inevitable. However, the crisis in financing was 
ye eect by action of the 85th Congress in enacting the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1958 which suspended application of section 209(g) 
for a period of 2 years. At the same time, the groundwork was laid 


for an even larger deficit in the trust fund by the authorization of an’ 


additional $800 million in interstate funds and $400 million in emer- 
gency supplemental primary and secondary road funds. This $400 
million was described as an antirecession measure and required to be 
under contract by December 1, 1958. Although a special authorization 
classified as an emergency measure in view of the general economic 
outlook, it was charged against the trust fund with no offsetting 
transfer from the general fund. 

A return to the principal of the original highway financing plan 
requires further suspension of section 209(g) or its outright repeal. 
The highway trust fund must be in a position to augment its revenues 
through use of repayable advances or loans from the general fund as 
originally conceived. If this is deemed inadvisable by the Congress 
because of its effect on the Federal budget, then consideration should be 
given to the issuance of revenue bonds secured by future trust fund 
receipts. 

Mr. Scuerrr. May I interrupt, Mr. Chairman, and ask a question? 

Mr. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerrr. Mr. Kiley, you are familiar with the testimony of Mr. 
Tallamy, the other day ? 

Mr. Kirry. Yes, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Scurrer. This surplus that we all felt would exist in the trust 
fund in later years, or the middle years, as you put it? 


Mr. Fatxon. If the gentleman will yield, if you will let him finish ~ 


the sentence he reverts back to what was recommended by the President 
originally. 
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Mr. Kiry. I believe there is a further statement in my prepared 
statement that will answer part of that question. If it does not when 
I am finished I will be glad to go back to it. 

Mr. Scuerer. All right. 

Mr. Kitey. The issuance of revenue bonds although on a much 
smaller scale would be in line with the financing of an expanded high- 
way program as outlined by the President’s Advisory Committee on a 
National Highway Program in 1955. 

We think the highway trust fund will be in sound fiscal position and 
fully capable of discharging its liabilities either under a program of 
repayable advances or revenue bonds secured by trust fund receipts. 
This will be true even if highway costs increase materially as has been 
estimated. First of all, the anticipated revenues coming from special 
highway user taxes have, in our opinion, been estimated on the con- 
servative side. This is indicated by the fact that actual receipts from 
the earmarked taxes in fiscal 1958—a recession year—totaled $2,116 
million or 6.5 percent more than the original estimate shown in table 3 
of House Document No. 1899. ‘There is every reason to conclude that 
the $38.5 billion originally estimated as trust fund receipts over the 
life of the program is considerably under the amount that will ulti- 
mately be realized from special highway user taxes alone. 

I understand the most recent estimate of the life of the program 
increased it from $3814 billion to $40 billion. 

Mr. Scuerer. If I had waited, you answered it very well. 

Mr. Kixey. In addition, it is difficult to believe that the Congress, 
when it has before it the final report called for by section 210 of the 
Highway Revenue Act of 1956, will not deem it both necessary and 
justifiable to augment the highway trust fund with revenues other than 

ighway user taxes. 

n summary, we feel the highway program can be kept on schedule 
without further increases in highway user taxes at this time. This 
can be accomplished by a return to the original concept of balancing 
income and outgo in the highway trust fund through use of repayable 
advances, loans, or issuance of revenue bonds secured by trust fund 
receipts. Any of these methods need only be a short-term considera- 
tion, or at least until Congress has before it the final report of the 
Secretary of Commerce under section 210 of the Highway Revenue Act 
< 1956, together with a revised estimate of the needs of the Interstate 

ystem. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Kiley. Are there any 
questions ¢ 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Kiley, I want to be sure I understand you. When 
you say these revenue bonds you propose would be repayable from the 
trust fund receipts, the testimony given by Mr. Tallamy was that the 
incoming receipts from the trust fund during the projected life of the 
trust fund would not be as large as the authorization. What receipts 
are you referring to then? If we issue additional bonds payable 
against these receipts that involves an interest cost as well. pee you 
referring just to the existing level of receipts? Where will we get 
those additional funds? 

_ Mr. Katey. Mr. Tallamy’s statement included the estimated increase 
in cost of the Interstate System in building up the deficit figure. How- 
ever, az I pointed out in‘my statement, he was going on the-basis that 
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the highway trust fund would never consist of anything but special 
highway taxes of special users. In our statement we call attention to 
the fact that we believe that is not justified. 

When Congress gets the report of the Secretary of Commerce in 
1961 as indicated by the progress report filed in March there will be 
considerable evidence that the trust fund should be augmented by 
charges against the general fund to recognize the nonuser benefits of 
the highway program. 

Highway users are currently providing all of the money going into 
the trust fund with the exception of the 2 cents gasoline tax on aviation 
fuel, and there was a recommendation that be taken from the trust 
fund. There isno money from any other source. 

At the same time highway users are paying $1714 billion for the 
highways. If we will be called upon to pay the full cost of the pro- 
gram and you have no other source, then over the life of the program 
as Mr. Tallamy stated there will be deficits, but it is difficult for us to 
believe there will not be justification for augmentation of this trust 
fund from other sources to recognize nonuser benefits. 

At the same time we believe just as the estimate of costs have been 
in error and should be increased, we believe these taxes will be greater 
than estimated, as is proving to be the case at the present time. 

Mr. Scuerer. There is only one other fund that can be used to re- 
plenish the trust fund and that is the general fund. Is that not right? 

Mr. Kirry. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. Only one other fund. 

Mr. Kitey. That is right. But in the part of the statement I 
skipped over I call attention to the fact that in the third progress re- 
port the Bureau submitted they cited enormous benefits to a variety of 
groups and also cited the importance to national defense of this system, 
which is not recognized in the current program. 

Mr. Scuerer. But you agree that under the present tax setup in 
the present form there is going to be no surplus in the trust fund unless 
you replenish it from other funds, do you not? 

Mr. Kitey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. All right. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Kiley. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Triggs. Will you give your full name 
and position to the reporter, please. , 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Triaes. My name is Matt Triggs, assistant legislative director 
for the Farm Bureau Federation. 

The opportunity to present the views of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation with respect to highway legislation is sincerely appre- 
ciated. 

At our last annual meeting, the voting delegates of the member 
State farm bureaus aedeped and approved the following statement 
of policy: ck 

We are opposed to any increase in the Federal gasoline tax or other Federal 


highway user excise taxes for road-building and to the financing of the Federal 
share of the highway program from general tax funds. 
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We favor an extension of the construction period for interstate highways so 
that Federal highway expenditures can be placed on a pay-as-we-go basis. 

No major group in our population has a greater and more direct 
interest in good roads than farmers. But they do not believe the com- 

letion of the Interstate Highway System by any particular date is 
important enough that they want to increase taxes to accomplish this 

urpose. 

Although gross farm income in 1958 was the highest of record, farm 
expenses were at a new high too. It is, in fact, rapidly increasing 
costs, of which taxes are an important element, that have had the 
major adverse impact upon net farm incomes in recent years. Since 
1947 farm production expenses have increased from $17.0 to $24.5 bil- 
lion. An increase in Federal gasoline taxes would increase the cost of 
farm machinery, fertilizer, petroleum products and everything else 
the farmer buys, and increase the cost of marketing everything the 
farmer sells. 

Nor do we believe it desirable to resort to deficit financing for the 
urpose of building roads or otherwise. Under current circumstances 
eficit financing is a major factor contributing to rising costs and 

prices. Because of our concern with respect to the adverse conse- 
quences of inflation, the American Farm Bureau Federation has rt 
posed major expansion in, or favored reduction of, Federal expendi- 
tures for housing programs, airport aid, mutual security, Federal aid 
to education, depressed area assistance, and farm programs. 

There are times when deficit financing may properly serve as a 
measure to combat depression. But if it is to be national policy to re- 
sort to deficit financing in periods of depression, it is all the more 
essential that we keep Federal expenditures below revenues when 
national income is at a high level and rising. And it is, in our opinion, 
essential that chronic deficit financing be avoided. 

Thus, it seems of paramount importance to us that the Congress 
exercise a responsibility to rigorously screen and reduce, where pos- 
sible, authorizations and appropriations in the 1960 budget, and to 
avoid embarking on additional programs which involve commitments 
and plans for additional expenditures by the Federal Government 
in the years ahead. 

Certainly, the experience of many other countries should make it 
clear that chronic deficit financing inevitably results in currency 
depreciation. Instability of the value of the dollar impairs the 
capacity of the Nation to meet national requirements, inequitably 
and tragically affects the welfare of great numbers of individuals, 
and weakens our national economy. 

Chronic deficit financing is the road, not to national strength, but 
tonational weakness. 

It cannot be denied that even now very substantial numbers of our 
people have lost confidence in the capacity of the Federal Government 
tomaintain a stable dollar. 

It is a tragic fact, but nevertheless a fact, and one which should 
Five us pause, that many, and perhaps most Americans today, no 
onger consider Government bonds to be a sound investment. The 
understand only too well that when interest and principal is repai 
to them some years later, it may buy less than the original peingine? 


_ We believe that a sound dollar, a more stable general price level, 
1s a basic prerequisite to the creation of a favorable climate for invest- 
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ment, economic growth, employment, rising standards of living, and 
the national economic and political strength and stability which are 
essential to an effective national defense. 

We believe that the growing lack of public faith in the national 
capacity to maintain a stable dollar and general price level is an 
element of great national weakness—a trend that must be stopped in 
the interest of us all. 

A reduction in Federal expenditures to the level involved by a 
pay-as-we-go policy will not necessarily result in any reduction in 
total expenditures for highways. The total revenues for highway 
ene as estimated in reports of the Bureau of Public Roads, are 
as follows: 


Estimated total receipts for highways 


[Millions of dollars] 
From From From From 
Year State and Federal Total Year State and Federal | Total 
local sources sources 
sources sources 
3, 358 407 7, 527 675 8, 202 
4, 088 471 7, 335 882 8,217 
Se 4, 534 468 ee a 7,175 1, 426 8, 601 
5, 278 549 17, 526 12,275 | 19,801 
5, 897 634 2 7, 788 22,985 | 2 10,778 
1 Preliminary estimates. 2 Forecasts. 


I would like to point out the sharp upward trend in availability 
of highway funds from State and local sources. 

The upward trend with respect to capital expenditures for high- 
ways by all levels of Government for the years 1953-59 is indicated in 
the following data: 


1954 be ---. 4,078, 000, 000 
1956 4, 997, 000, 000 
1957 --- 5, 605, 000, 000 


Again note the sharp upward trend. 

Since the above estimates were prepared, New York and West Vir- 
ginia have increased their State vehicle fuel taxes, and similar meas- 
ures are under consideration by other State legislatures. 

This discloses about as sharp an upward trend as any in our society. 
Even though there were to be a leveling off of Federal expenditures 
for highway building, the upward trend in State and local revenues 
for highway purposes evidences that the total number of dollars avail- 
able for all highway purposes will be at high and increasing levels. 

For these reasons we believe that the preferable alternative, of 
those under consideration by the committee, is to stretch out the con- 
struction period for the Interstate Highway System and to finance 
such construction program on a pay-as-we-go basis. 

We appreciate this opportunity to present the views of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation with respect to the highway program. 

Mr. Fatuen. Are there any questions 
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Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Triges, the farmer has been taken out of the 
mud, has he not, with the highway program you have reference to? 
We referred to the farm roads in years back as being the mud roads. 

Mr. Trices. There has been very substantial improvement in farm 
roads. 

Mr. Scuerer. Most of them. 

Mr. Trices. The great majority. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. And most of the secondary highways and township 
roads are in pretty good condition, are they not ? 

Mr. Trices. I think that is correct. They are passable in all 
weather. 

Mr. Scuerer. They are more than that, are they not ? 

Mr. Trices. What I mean is, you can get out even in the most remote 
areas in the great majority of cases in bad weather. 

Mr. Scuerer. What State are you from ? 

Mr. Triees. California. 

Mr. Scuerer. And the traffic problem out in the rural areas is not 
aproblem atall,isit? Traffic congestion 

Mr. Tricas. The congestion problem is not what it is in urban areas. 

Mr. Scuerer. Of course, you understand the ABC roads have the 
first draw on the highway trust fund. 

Mr. Trices. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. And the ABC roads are not going to be affected then, 
are they, by this shortage in the trust fund / 

Mr. Triccs. Presumably that is correct. It depends on the future 
action of the Congress. 

Mr. Scuerer. So that the rural areas are going to get their high- 
ways, are they not, whether there is a shortage or not? 

Mr. Trices. That is correct. Of course, farmers are vitally inter- 
ested in the Interstate System too. Their products goto market. 

Mr. Scnerer. I understand that, but there is always going to be 


enough money in this trust. fund to take care of the ABC roads, is 
there not ? 


Mr. Triaes. Well, yes, sir. 

Mr. Scurrer. Since it has the first call on the funds. 

Mr. Trices. I wouldsayso. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Fauton. Are there any questions on my right? 

(No 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Mr. Triggs. 

Mr. Trices. Thank you. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Moss. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fatton. Did Mr. Moss leave the room ? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Fatuon. Then we have Mr. Koch left. Is he the only witness 
left to testify ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fatton. Come right up, Mr. Koch. I want to offer you the 
apologies of the committee for we F 4 you waiting so long but you 
can see what has been going on and I hope you will understand. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. KOCH, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL CRUSHED LIMESTONE INSTITUTE, INC. 


Mr. Kocn. We certainly do, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, I very much appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before you today in support of H.R. 5950. I do not want to 
take the time of the committee to repeat all of the excellent points 
made by the previous witnesses, but rather to present the position the 
industry I represent finds itself in at the present time. 

First, however, I would like to state that the National Crushed Lime- 
stone Institute is privileged to be a member of the American Road 
Builders’ Association, and we in the limestone industry wish to endorse 
the outstanding presentation by General Prentiss yesterday. 

Mr. Chairman, as you and members of the committee know, in addi- 
tion to the official capacity in which I am presently appearing, I also 
represent the limestone industry as president of the National Agricul- 
tural Limestone Institute. In the 2 organizations, there are 503 pro- 
ducers of limestone, all but 15 of whom produce aggregate for high- 
ways. It may be of interest to members of this committee, many of 
whom have limestone producers in their districts, that the Bureau of 
Mines reports crushed limestone constitutes over two-thirds of all 
concrete and road stone used in this country each year. Facts devel- 
oped by the Bureau of Public Roads indicate that for every million 
dollars of Federal-aid construction, approximately 100,000 tons of 
aggregates are used. 

We are confident that the Nation does not yet fully understand the 
tremendous impact which the legislation originated by the chairman 
and members of this committee wi)) have on everyone once our ex- 
panded highway system iscompleted. We are also confident that most 
people fai) to realize the critical situation this highway program now 
faces. While much progress has been made, the full impact of this 
expanded program is just now affecting our industry. Prelimina 
planning, securing of rights-of-way, etc., have not only taken consid- 
erable time, but have also taken a large share of the dollars spent to 
date. 

We of the limestone industry are now past our planning stage. Qur 
members have borrowed and invested money in new p)ant capacity. 
We are geared to supply all of the limestone aggregate this mammoth 
program wil] require. The essentia) employees, and trucks to service 
the various projects of the expanded program, are now available for 
the necessary production and service. We not only can, but will, 
expand even further if the situation warrants. 

But today we are faced with not only a substantial slowdown, but an 
actual halt in production, unless a solution can be found to maintain 
the expanded highway program on the original time schedule. In 
addition to the immediate financial loss which will be suffered by this 
industry, there will be a severe loss to the economy from the laying 
off of thousands of key employees and truckers. And there will be a 
further time lag when the funds are once again made available. There 
could be a substantial increase in cost, because of this interruption of 
orderly production schedules. 

Before concluding this statement I would like to mention our posi- 
tion in connection with financing our current highway effort, even 
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though I recognize that this is the responsibility of the House Ways 
and Means Committee. Regardless of the enabling legislation, with- 
out funds we cannot keep our highway program on schedule. The 
major proposals which have been made to provide the necessary funds, 
thus keeping the program on schedule, are: a 114-cent increase in the 
gasoline tax; the transfer to the highway trust fund of present high- 
way user excise taxes now going into the general fund; the issuance of 
bonds against future earnings of the trust fund; direct appropriations 
from the general fund; and the repeal or further suspension of the 
Byrd amendment. While there are some objections to each proposal, 
and we recognize that the Congress will have difficulty selecting any 
of the above or some other method of financing the program, we in the 
National Crushed Limestone Institute firmly believe that it is in 
the national interest to maintain the original construction schedule. 
Therefore, we will support any method of financing this essential high- 
way program. 
he enactment of H.R. 5950, we believe, will contribute materially to 

the completion of the expanded highway program on schedule. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to appear before you 
today in support of your bill. 

Mr. Fautiton. Thank you, Mr. Koch. Is there anybody else that 
wants to be heard ? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Fation. That will conclude the hearings on the bill, H.R. 5950. 

(Whereupon, at 5:10 p.m., the hearing was concluded.) 

(The following was furnished for insertion :) 


SraTEMENT BY JoHN S. SruL~MAN, CHAIRMAN, NEW YORK STATE BRIDGE 
AUTHORITY 


My name is John §S. Stillman. I am the chairman of the New York State 
Bridge Authority, an independent public benefit corporation, charged with con- 
structing, operating, and maintaining river crossings over the major part of the 
Hudson River between New York City and Albany. 

Today, the authority operates four highway bridges and a costly and obsolete 
ferry service, which runs between Newburgh and Beacon, Some 8 million pas- 
senger cars and trucks use these facilities yearly. 

Current plans call for the replacement of the ferry with a modern high-speed 
four-lane bridge as part of Interstate Route No. 84 in the Federal Highway 
System linking New England to the Middle West and to the South. 

Construction of the new bridge between Newburgh and Beacon is expected to 
be financed in part with l'ederal aid, under the provisions of section 129, title 23, 
of the Federal Highway Act of 1958. Of the total cost of approximately $40 mil- 
lion, the Federal share would be $12.6 million for Federal fiscal year 1960 and 
$11.5 million for fiscal year 1961. 

The authority's timetable called for letting bids for contracts for substructure 
or this summer, with completion of the bridge scheduled for the summer of 

In view of the uncertainty of the future financing of the Interstate Highway 
System, the New York State Department of Public Works has decided to with- 
hold the release of the Federal funds allotted to the Newburgh-Beacon Bridge 
for fiscal year 1960 until congressional action assures the continuation of this 
program at approximately its present rate. 

While a Newburgh-Beacon bridge is essential to the transportation needs and 
the economy of the Hudson Valley and New York State, it is equally important 
to the completion of Interstate Route No. 84. In fact, without the bridge, this 
highway cannot pretend to qualify as a part of the Interstate System. 

It is unnecessary to stress the implications of a failure of the Interstate High- 
way program to the Nation’s economy and defense. 
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I strongly recommend that the Interstate Highway program be maintained at 
a level of $2.5 billion a year for the remaining period of this program, and—if 
necessary—that sufficient new revenues be provided so as to complete the pro- 
gram’s 41,000 miles of highway at a reasonable and realistic rate of speed, thus 
avoiding the problems and frustrations inherent in a stop-and-go operation. 

Accordingly, I urge the favorable consideration of H.R. 5950 by this committee 
and a further waiver or outright repeal of the Byrd amendment, section 209(g) of 
the Highway Revenue Act of 1956. 
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